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. _ Abstract of a Major Applied Research Project Presented to Nova
\ : University in Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements for the
\ Degree of Doctor of Education '

\\ "A COMPARISON OF THE COGNITIVE STYLES OF DEAF 'STUDENTS
WITH THE COGNITIVE STYLES OF HEARING STUDENTS

By .

f\ ; ' = Thomas E. Griffin. : %\\
\ . N ’ :

\ . L May, 1975

% . Central Piedmont Community College enrolleéd ldrge numbers of

.iééf students during thewyééf’}975,‘ The ﬁﬁmbgr af‘ieaf studenis
.enrolled in the college has continued ta'iﬁzzéase quarterly.
_”Th?sé deaf étudeﬁts hévé been included in the-mainstréam gf the f
'coilégeg_:That is, they>;£tend the same ciasses as otﬁerxstudenté
f witﬁ;the only differénéé béing that “he deaf students Have intérs;
i"preiers whpvinﬁerpret the lecture material into sigﬁ language.
Since the ﬁajbr;prientatian of Central Piédmﬂntiéammunity'Ccllegg
'hasrbeen to#afd the hanshahaicapped student, thé primarfvpurpoSE of
ﬁhis étudy was- to Séé’if the students with the héﬂdiﬁap_@f ﬁeafﬁeés,
have diff?téﬂt cognitive styles from heéringzétgdgntsf |
The iﬁstrﬁméﬁt used to investigate the differénces in cognitive

style was a Cognitive Style Interest Inventory developed at Oakland

{WCémmgnity C@llegeﬁC1973),"Q9gﬁi§ivé style in the'ffaméworkjéf the
study'felates to three setéi§§jiﬁfluences: (1) symbols and their

meanings Czj-gultural determinants of the méanings of symbols

(3) modalities of inference,-and these combine to form cognitive

7
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A comparison was made batweén~é group of twenty-five deaf

E

students enrolled at Centril'?iedm@nt Cammunity Céllege in the

during the same quarter. The groups were 31mll;? except for the
handicap of deafness cf one group Students of both groups responded
to a cognltiqe'stylezinterest inventory which consisted of 216

descriptive statements t~ which each student assessed himself in

terms of Usually; Sometimes, or Rarelyi

i

functlan analysis with .05%as the acceptable pr@bablllty level
The hypotheses of the study were expressed in ralatlcﬁ to the
framewgrk of cognltlve styleg

In relatich to the sets, symbols and their meaﬁings,'the
results of tha stuﬂy 1nd1cated 51gn1f124nt dlfterenCPs between

the symbolic orientations Gf deaf students and the symﬁmllg

4
§

orientations of heariﬁg students,‘ In the set nineteen separate

- = . in." F 2 2 L LR = \E :
variables were studied. There were significant dlfferéﬂzgs betyeen’

‘the two groups on the variables ofvagéitﬂry quantitative, qualltqt;v:

\\

: \
auditory, tactile, visual, proprioceptive, empathy, esthetlc ~proxemic,

and synnoetic. . A ‘ \

In the set, cultural determinants ﬁf the meanings of symbols
three variablés were studied. Of thése three varlabla théfe wvere

o

significant dlfferencas in the var;ables Df 1nd1V1du§1 and assotlate
influences between the deaf and hearing students.

In the third set of variables, modalities of inference, five



variables were considered. OFf the five-'considered, therc was a

significant difference shown on the variable of appraisal.

In the-overall construct of cognitive style which combines the

N

three sets of variables mentioned above, the résults of the study

indicate significant differences between the cognitive styles of
deaf students and the cognitive styles of hearing students.

,Cansideringgéll.twentyéseven variables of ‘the study, ‘the overall F

T ‘ A ratio was 6;221:and the overall probability was .0001. These differ-
ences exist in{all three sets of variables of the cognitive style format.

‘=

the results of the =

i L L .~
In the set, symbols and their meanings,

\\ : . study indicate that présentations should vary from deaf students ‘to

|

\ + . hearing studentsri That is, hearing students seem to be aware of

i

N\ .- certain symbolic meanings while deaf students are aware of other

\\  meanings. In terms of the cultural determinants, information-should
- : L , : . 2}? . .
\\ . be presented culturally to the deaf students both from an associate

wl = -

\1 ) fs e s - : ST ,; = 5 N = . 3 ) P
\ point of view and also from a family point of view. The hearing

r
-

\ students prefer the same information in an individual frame of
\ - reference. In irfer®ntial patterns, hearing students tend to be more
\' appraisers while deaf students tend to infer mere fram-relétiansﬁips.

NN Cognitive styles of deaf students in contrast to cognitive - -

-

\styles of hearing students suggest many modifications to individual-
\ » o : P o : '
-\ 5 = . - & L] B ,7 = i
iged learning programs. These modifications must take into account
\ : » - . .
e s , ST, . — :
thg many -differences that may exist among the majority groups as well

,as-%he differences that may éxist among the mingrity_graupg;

1 =
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION TO.THE PROBLEM

0 - ‘Iﬁ its fifteen ?ear hiéﬁofy Cen%fal Piedmont éOWEMﬂity
- Cbllege.CCPCQ) hds grown from a very small beginning as a technical
- school to a- large and comprehensive ccmmunityi@ollegei In thé fall
quarter of 1975 more than 23,600 students wére enrolled in more thn_:
 forty different curricula and hpﬁd:eﬂs ;f‘SPEQi;I programs and |
BT ihteresﬁ'c@urses. Not until the yeif;lgjé was a thought given. to
‘\\ . réstricting enrollment ﬁ@ anyone from tﬁé community whd Was,eiéhtEEﬂ
. ) _ . : - _
or oldgr and wha expressed a desire to enroll in the college, Because
’éf budgeﬁljestrictions for the year, a significant numiber of courses o
were limited during the épringzquSIter of 1976. |
2 - N _ -_iTBese years of rapid growth for CPCC, whigh are;similar in maﬁy
waysxté many uthérrccmmunity colleges in the country, emphasize tﬂét;
'agv”éée; door éhilosgphy" is apparently not-an iﬁpracfical one if a
community is thly_intereSfed in updating its citigéns' skills and
teaching theﬁ new onéé}r Thé '"open door ﬁhilosaphy” has been so
suggessful'iﬁ atgfaéting studeﬁts té CPCC that some new problems ﬁéve
been created. Witﬁ few restrictions on:who mﬁy enter thé‘céilege,'
. i
many new Einﬂs of students have begun to éﬁter;g@mmunify-colleggs-aﬁd
'éSpe:iéllngPCC_ =Fatricia Crasé (1974) idgntifies_many'of these-ﬂéw

kinds of students, and she labels them 'New Students." Many of these

students are older; many are from minority groups; many are low
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achieving students and many are handicapped. It may be that many of"

S L Ll

‘thesg students have ulwavs been around, but certainly they have not

been ‘in attendance in such large numbers.

) - . At Central Piedmont:Community College in Charlotte, North

__ Cardlina, these "New Students" are enrolled in increasing numbers.
B ¥ e = N

With CPCC épenly‘addr&ssing its ig§£fuztign to the individual needs

of its students: L o

r"ThlS cammlttment carries with it a resolve that the

T J colleﬁe must have'as a major objective the prov151on of
ample opportunities for students to learn at varying rates.
It also 1mplles a belief in the cgncept of individualized

‘control®of the rate of learning.’ =
(1975 Central Piedmont Cammunity Collége Catalog, p.8)

ach_graug of ''Mew Students' in relation to the concept of 1nd1-
vidualizing 1nstruct10n prSEﬂtS tha gollege with a unlqua set of prob-

Ay B Famsi s

lems that have not been ser;ously zon51dered before.

Ther 1lusion to '"New Students' suggeéts that there must be new
or different aspectsfto these'students‘:needsvgﬂ relation to norﬁ51 
or ‘traditional students. Low achieving.sfudénts} one group :6f "New
Students,' may have difficulty é;hieyiﬁg_;he same amount of inf@fa_
mation at the same rate as the gréditiunal students might. “Any

" minority group may not be able to understand nor profit from instruc-

tion at the same rate nor under the same conditions as traditional

e

o ' students might. -Ea;h Df t@ééé new groups of students that have been

Y

introduced to the cammunlty college present a unique set of problems

to any community college that attempts ta-1n61V1dualize the 1earn1ng

proc -ss for its students. It is these kinds of tudent: thit are




prasentiﬂg new challenges to the instructional systems at CPCC.

- STATENENT OF THE PROBLEM )

Do deaf students have different cognitive -styles from hearing

students? Can instruction developed priméfilyqfar the hearing
mzjority be also successful forf the deaf minority? OCne grdup-df : ' N
"New Stuientsﬁ to the Cent§31 Piedmént CammuﬁitinQ]lége ié the v T TS
deaf;students; and*whethéf or not the instruction that is indi-
viduaiized for thé ﬁearing étuden£s is éuitable for the deaf students e
is currently untesfed, -
The broad issue that underlies Central Piedmont Community o
T v College's aﬁtémpts to individualizé iﬁstructian is whethérvthe |
- praﬁfams ievelaped or the educatlcn provided tQ 1nd1v;duals with

handicaps are successful. In a perlad when there 1is mbv;cus enphas1s

x

- for the college-to be accountable both tgithe student and to the

public with regard to ltS educational systems, the system used must

be defensible. The system must be defen%ibls both educationally and
economically  The system must alsc ‘be responsive to the individual

needs of the ﬂlnorlty groups 1nvglved revious methads of designing
7 P \%x% g
; . RN

. instructional programs assumed that most students had similar

capabilities. : i
P _f,eﬁ‘ )

- ' During the past five years in Eammunlty coll -as §hroughout_the
f : ’

5 ? '
country, there his been’ cgn51defabla acL1V1ty to 1nd1v1duall?e and

\

pETSOﬁaliZE instructiﬂn, " This a:tivity hys créated some more effeatiye _

bl

teaching methods . than previous traditional systems allowed and his

Emade many courses far more adaptkble and flex1ble than in the past.
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n:ccunsellng, admlﬁlstratlve Style and systemlc ana1y51s

wU"‘

e inants ”?ﬁbd”aliti

‘,Qultural determlnants, modallt;es nf ;nferencw

4

: e
A £ =

As the consideration of the concept of individualizing instruction kas

2

“moved beyond the level of selfepacing§.many;newivariables that relate

taﬁthélindividualland his style Gf lea§ning are now being cansidefedi
COﬁSldEratanS far the de51gn the dlagnas;s; the plan af study are

1ng rev1sed more 1n terms Gf ﬂeeds of 1nd1v1duals within a spe- -

¢ifi c.environment;

One system that attempts to measure many of the variables that

a student may'bring,ta a learning environment is the system of

- Educat;cﬁal Sc;e ces. In the late 1960's a conceptual framework for

education emergad out -of Oakland Community CallegeviﬁfMiEhigan which

came to be identified as Educational Sciences. This system identifies

‘seven different sciences in the process of education. These

’x52ien§es-Qy1néme,ar§:;symbols and fhéif meanings, gultural’determs

o

f"1nferen¢e,_memary,-cganltlve style teaching,

8

chnltlve styie, wh;ch ?’: ﬁthELT meanihgs,
and memary may be
deflned as the partlcular way an 1nd1V1dual may receive, process and

make 1nferences about 1nfarmat10n presented ta h;m @r to her.  This

canceptual framewark fcr educatlcn suggests that no two 1nd1v;duals

WLll rece;ve and 1nterpret 1nfcrmat10n in 1dentlcal ways .

e b s

Many Etplaratary stud;es in the eduiatlanal sciences confirm

that there are hlghly 1nd1v1dgallstlc sets of relatlansh;ps that relate

i

to any individual 1n’any given learning 51tuatlon_ Fcr exam913;

‘Hill and Nunney :(1973) state that any parti&ulaf‘element of education

i3
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can be analyzed in terms of the educational sciences or by a com-

*

biﬁatlon of two or more of them. A student w;th "mcre” elements

-

usuaily majo;&,'tends to get h;gher grades Blasser C1971)l

~ Hoosgasion C197D‘ and Berry CiQ?S)

Grlff;n C1974) in a study relating to different learning
Styles sthed that there may- be as many as thlrtysthfee distinect
preferred atyles cf 1earn1ng in a- class @f thlrty—three :In a

grcﬁg of thirtysthrée there were idehtified six different major

‘theoretical symbolic cfientatieﬁs twelve dlfferent major qualltatlve
orientation patterns, ten d;fferent cultural patterns and. ﬂlﬂEtEEH

f.t:iif’f:‘éf:’carrc inferential Pattarns.

cher studles relatlnﬁ to speclflé dlsclpflnaf 1nd1cate that
when speciflc subjett matter is under con51dezatlan very SPeclflcb
lnfluenges may affect the 1nd1v1dual Thése‘influenées may be

varlausxgymboiit ariéntations, cultural patterns or inferential

.patterns. Only-a few of these studies relate to devzlopmental

students. Griffin C1974“ 19753 compared. develepmental studies

' students' tcgn1t1Ve styles with non- developmental students Based'aﬁ'

th;s study there were several S;gnlficaﬁt differen;es betWeen the

two groups. Develgpmental students were more auditory 1inguistically

i, . y. ;
Grlented _where non- deveiogmental stud"ts were more visual linguis-

tlcally Dflentéd; Developmental students were cultural]y more famlly—

crlented where non- dévelgpmenfal students Were more 1nd1v1dually

A
Grlénted _ Develcpmental students tend to make inferences based more

on relatlonshlps while‘ﬁcnsdevelagmental students tepd to be more



Ideductivé.in making'iﬁferenées,
Aﬂgther'étudy fhat'apprcaéﬁed a différent minority group was
2] : K '
g@mpleted-at CPCC in 1975 Griffin C197S)‘§omparéd tﬁa Eultural
- determinant patterns of deaf studentélwith ﬁhe cultural ﬁaﬁtérns of -
hearing étudentsi The results of fhevstudy gtrgngly indicated that
deaf students tend to rélate to. two. sets s of Qha:acterlstlas family

_and*individual or individual and assnglate or family and assoclate

Whereas, the hearing Students weré étréngly orggnted to 1nd1v;dualffsgg

charaztéristicsr Deaf students tend to have dual cultural pdtterns |
}‘ : Whlle héarlng st;dents tend to. have 31ng1e cultural patterns.‘ Iﬁ

both Qf thesé studies, the science of cagn1t1ve styge as a part of

’»the Educatlonal Ssleﬁces was used to compaxe : :the groups.

- e -

Durlna the EEEdEWlE year 1975 CPCC enrolled 150 handlcapped
‘,étudents ‘ Df these Fifty were deaf. These deaf students were,
Efpezted to: partlclpate and léarn fram the same teaching presenta—
_tions as hearing Students.. The gnly_adjustment to the 1earning i

. o

environment is the addition Df 1nterpreter§ for the deaf Studénts.

—'The int rpreters go to class with the deaf students and 1nterpret
using*s;gﬁ 1anguage; the. 1ﬂfcrmat1an as é s pr esented % ThuS; iﬁf
ﬂany situations the deaf students must rely on»ghe accuracy, speed,

| ané correttness'éf thé ihterprétéré rather than the'instruétors. Even

in a very tradltlcnal 1earn1ng env1ranment the deaf students have hﬂd .

to make adgustments that hearing students have not had to make." In

: most envifahménts the instzugtiénal process has been geared ta‘tha N
majority population, and little attention has been given to the . ' L |
o




7 7
‘inﬁividu&l:chafac£e£i$tiés gf spécific‘inaividuals‘ﬁithinzthe group.
SinéehC?CC hés committed itself to personalizing and individﬁalizing j
leafnlng, 1t Became néeessary to gathér lnformatian about the
b learnlng styles of deaf students The 1nformaclaﬁ had to range
o L " beyond the facts that deaf students c@uld not use the ~auditory sénse
:xand theyineededalntéryreters)to rglay 1nfarmatlon to them;

It is obvious at once that deaf students have had to learn in

different ways. from héafing students, The inability to Hear and in

4 4 s fe

:'imaﬂv cases the lnablllty to SpéaL in crd;nary lanauage causes deaf

students to develop unlque learning styles

Rcss Stuckless (1971), Director fnr Resaarch and’ Tralﬂlna Df the

Natlcnai fnstitute far ¢he Deaf emphaalzed that, 1nd1v;dual dlffer—

i

’ l . :
ences among deaf students are as great, indeed gr?atggg than among

heariﬁé‘students. iA.study,by the National InstituteAfGr the Deaf

(1971) has. as’ its purpass far 1n5tructcrs to 1dent1fy pass;ble

. \
. éducatlonally 51gn1flcant tralts of p@st Sezondary deaf students
The ccnclu51ans were that each deaf student brlngs to allearnlng

= \

task a set of traits ‘some af whlch CQﬂtleUtE tQ,_and some. of which

C DSS C1974) stated that\eV;dence is hlgh to 1ﬂdlcate that ”New
Students"'ta hlgher educat;cn will be prlmarlly studEﬁts whose per- -

f@fmance‘at academic tasks in the past has been below average. These
7 "New Students" will;bé‘sfuﬁents for whom preséﬁt farms of education-:

are inappropriate. Cross fufthgr states. that 'New Students' which at

CPCC inéiﬁdes deafrétudehts will be the losers if we concentrate on

| | o {6
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kR ' écégss ﬁragraﬁé that'merel} assﬁré:entraﬁcé.§£ "New Students" into’
tradiﬁianél prdgréﬁs of edutatién;lﬂéeﬁtral Piedmont Community
Collegé must, to validate ité committment ta pers@ﬁaliée-edugatignai
érogréms dévelcﬁ new educatlanal systeﬂs to fit deaf students R
e -1A_ rather than handlng down the Dld edutatlon Df hearing Students- o
Mast @f_theillteratufe on lndlv;duallzlng instruction and ﬁostl
of théwstaté;ents about new students to the s@mmﬁnity.zdllegéﬂre332e
nize thaﬁ there is a'whole new set of cgnsideratidﬂs5reiatingftc |
individuai 1earniﬁg‘§tyle$ . Even so, few reseérchéf%»or even
PIaEtlthﬂEfS are prepared to make conzlu51ve statemants abgut how

_1ﬁd1v1duals do’ 1aarn best=sespeclally the handicappéd students.

1

DEFINITION OF TERMS - . L ' ﬁ;

a
s
i

- % For éﬁejpurpase of this study the following definitions will be

used, These dell tions are used in Volume I of The Educational

- Sclentist avm. L

Educatlanal §21en:es A conceptual framewgrk for the applled

fleld of knawledge called education. At the present tlme thera are

seven;EducatiDnai:Sciences;

ve , 1. . Symbols and their ﬁéanings .
2. Cultural determinants of the meanings of symbols

3. Modalities of inference *
4, Edgzatiénal memory
5. Educational cognitive styles of individuals -

r
H




Y e i

i meaning “in: terms of numerlcal Symbals

B ' T /i_ N - S

administrator styles, teaching styles ) R

/

6. Caunséling styles,

and student styles . ;
7. Systemic énalysis dec,s on-making. - ;/ Coe

Symbglsraﬁd -their Meanln gs. ng types %f,symbals thEDIEtl;al

words and numbérsj and quali- atlve Ce g‘.senscry, Programmatlc

(e.g.

and codes), are created and usad by 1nd1v1duiis to acquire khawledge

and derlfe meanlng from their env1ronment aﬁd personal experiences.

l

TCVL) Thearetlcal Vlsual Llngulstlz —/ab;llty tc acqulre meaning
from wgrds y@u'seei A.majar 1n thls\area;lndicates someone whg reads )
jon. » 3

with a’ better than average degree Df camprehe

T(AL) - TheorEulcal Audltory Llnﬂu1stlg —-ablllty to acqulre

*meanlng thrcugh hearing spoken wardg; Cor
a;éve —~ablllty to acqulre

TCAQJ ThEﬁretlcal Audit tory 7Qg§ntit

relat19n5h1p5; and measurements

L

that are Spcken s A
v;ﬁ z.,-‘ g’ .
T(VQ) Thearetlcal_flsual Quantwtagéyg_"_ablllty to vaulre S
meaning'in'te:ms of writtgn numer;:alfsymbclsg TElatlDﬂShlPS and

measurements, §

P2

QCA]=Qual§E§;iﬁE;Apgitgiy = ability to perceive meaningéthraugh r

the sense’ of hearlng - f"' . o
=t B }

the 'sense of smell. ¢ : . ]

QCS)ﬁQualitaF;yg_SaYQ;yft_ability to perceive meaning by the -

sense of taste,.

Ll
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QCT) -Qualitative Tact;le =“ab111ty to- per231ve meaning. by the : ,M;whgfx

sense Gf tauch tempérqture and pain.

igy;—Qualitatiyg_yisua; - ability EQﬁP&fCéiVé meaning through

v Slght.

‘\

QCF) Qu ,tfﬁ ve Prcprlcceptlve - ablllty to synthes;zéaa

\

ﬂnmber of symballc medlatlans 1nto a. perfarmance demandzng monitoring
of a quplex~task 1nv01V1ng small,"@r,flgg, mu5culature Ce.g; playing.
4 musical instrument). ' ‘ . ‘

' QCCEM)aqualitapive Code Empgghg;;gﬁs*sensitiviéy!;a_théffééringgf BT

of others; ability to put yourself in another person's place and séev

_ thiﬁgs from his point of ‘view.

of ‘an objeat orAan 1dea Beautyhln surroundlﬁﬁs pr;a weliaturned‘w
phrase are app2221ated by a Péfson pg ssessing a maJor strengtﬁ in
) ) RS 0 '

a7

thiy area. ~; ) o K o i

QCCET) Qualltatlve Code Ethl: - comm;tment t@ a.set of Values . l ?.

‘a gfoup of prlnclples, @bllgatlons and/or dutles. Thisrccmmltmegt

need not imply m@rallty

QCCH) Qualltatlve Code Hlstrlonlc - ablllty to eth;b;t a

¥

ﬁ~v71- . deli berate behav1or, or play a role to praduce ‘some partlcular effett
' b :
On-otger perSDns.

Q(CK)-Qualitative Code Kinesics =.ability'tc uﬁdETEténd;'and to

‘communicate by monlinguistic flunctions such as facial.expressions and

amotions of the bodyg

19




’ o£ the meanlng of symbols: 1) Ind1v;dua11ty 2) Assaclates

g

=

QCCKH] Qualltatlve Cade hlnesthet;c % ability to perform

&

motor sklllsj or effect ﬁuscular :carﬂlnatlans accorﬂlng to a-
recommended or écieptaﬁla‘fcrm

Q(CP) Qualltatlve nge Prcxemlas - ablllty to judge the

phy51cal and soglal dlstance that the other person would perﬁit;

1

R , , ,“ e p .
'Qggggfgualgtative ﬁpégfgynﬂcgtic§ff personal knowledge of

&

oneself.

Q(CTlqualitatiye Q9§§iirans;;tiona§7! ability to maintain a

pos;tlve communicative 1nteract;cn which 51gn1f1cantly infltiences’

i s e i

the gaals mf the persans lnvclved in that 1nte:a:tlan

Culturil Determlnants - There are three cultural determlnaﬁts

gf iéri hrough these ""determinants" that cultural

1nf1uenzes are bzauﬁht to bea by the” 1nd1v;dua1 on the meanlngs of

'I- nd1v1duallty - uses one's own 1nterpretat;an as an influence™

v ,
on meanlngSﬁof symbols. ‘ . : : o N

A—A,sgsicn::',.:,‘3.1;.es'= symbollc meanlngs 1nf1uen¢ed by one's peer

N

- influence of members of the famlly, or a few clase
I8

per50nal frlends on the meaniﬁgs of /symbols

=

", Madalltles Df Inference « There are Five p3551bla inferential

patterns that make up an individual's mcdal;ty of inference, i.e., the’

E)

] _ . 5 3
form of inference he tends to use.



e :"$7‘1§

' . [P

= . - [N

M-Magnitude >\'a form'of "categorical reasoning'' that

‘ R 5 U . - . - .
utilizes norms,or categorical classifications as the basis for e

S ac:egting or rajeéting an advanced hyéathésis, Persons who need
to define things 'in ﬁrdér to understand theﬁ“fefigctvthisv
médélityia

D-Difference - suggests a,tendency to reason in terms of-

oné—fa—cne contrasts or comparisons of seieéted’charéatéfistics
Grzm§SSuremEﬁts ‘ AItlStS often p@ésess thlS madallty.as do
- créatlve W’I‘ltEIS anci leSlClaﬁS £ .
ReRelaticnship - indicates thegabilitg tbbsyntﬁésize a

é——?_ . s i

T

number of dimensions or incidents into a unified meaning, ‘or
through analysis of a situation to discover its.component

- parts.

L- AEEralsal —'15 the mcdallty Df inference emplayéd by an

1nd1V1dual who uses all three of thé modalities noted above (M, D, R]

glVlng equal WElﬁht to each in h;s reasonlnﬂ _process. Lnﬂiyi@q%%;zjzxngwi

’ who emplay thlS modallty tend t@ analyze qugsti@n or, 1n effect,

=

appralse that which is under EDﬂSlderatlan in the process of
: s . drawing a ﬁ:oba@ilityscanclusian.;‘ R

K-Deductive - indicates deductive reasoning, or the form of

I

logical irocf used 'in ggoﬁetry or that empréyedfin!éyllcgistié,
o ) N Ii- ’ . ' e . )
~ e : reasoning. ; v o L Co i
~ ' ’ C@anltlve Style - the. flfth science of the seven. edu;dtlonal

Lv\R%Rx\ sciences whlch is deflned as the Cartés;an Product of three sets Df
=, o K

N . , oy . : s ) : :
ji\}ﬁfarmation: symﬁcls and the;r meanlﬂgsg.cultural determinants of

N




:questlons,

rthe meanlngs of Symbals and-modalities of inference.

ER

ﬂajar - refers to thé upper percenille (50~ 99) ranﬁg of’ the
various cognitive Styla elements

: ﬂlﬁor - refers to the 26-49 percentlle range

'cﬂgnltlve Style elements. ,' - . _ .

Neg;lglble - refers to the 0-25 perzentlle range Df the

variouszcagnltive style elements.
o PURPOSE OF THE STU DY

- The purpose of this s tudy was to compare thertognitiﬁevstyles'

of a grcup of tWEﬂty;fiveﬁﬁeaf studenté with_%ha cognitive styles

of a group of tWEﬁtysflve hearlng students The iatérminatian of

= EDgﬂltiVE style was 11m1ted ta thé def;nltlan of caﬂnltlve style

developed in the framewark Df eduaatlanal szlenze A Cogﬁ ve

Styla Interast Inventgry C1973 Dakland Community COIIEﬁe] was

admlnlstered .to persans w1th1n each graup ThlS lnventcry measuredf

f_thE‘VETIDUS—ﬂ’-

. to: thearétical,symbalsﬁand thelr mean;ngsr qualltative gymbols ‘and
th31r meanlngs whlch include both cultural codes and sensary ccdes

;pafferns af zultural deterhlnatlon patterns of maklnﬁ 1nf2renges

The Study was 6351gned SPEElflCElly to answer the f@ll@Wlng

N .

”1. Are there 51gn1f1cant dlffefences bﬂtween the symbols.

i
| . %

l
1 : that deaf students are Qriented to when compared with

o ,
hearing students?

[



‘determlnant patterns cf deaf and hearlng studcnts* -

oy . s e ) . A
o 3 Are~theregSLgnificant:diffefen;esﬁbetweenrthe modality}
of “inference patterns-of deaf students énd;hggring

sfudents?
GENERAL RESEARCH DESIGN

The cégﬁitivé styles of deaf students were compared with' the
gnltlve gtyles of hearlnﬁ students Détermination of each

; v 1nd;v1dual's cogﬁitlve style was: based Dn cognitive style as defined
IR e . =1

“in the Educatlonal Szlances ccn:éptual framework for education. ”Thg
o ',:’aiﬁvéntcry measured twenty-seven separate variables iniluding orien- L
ﬁatiéﬂ to symbols and their meanings, cultural determinants and

dealltléS of 1nfe:en¢e Based on these data, ccﬁnitifefstyles of

!

,twentyafiva deaf students were gcmpared with caﬁnltlve styles of Lo

A twenty‘flve hear;nﬁ students. The poPulatlcn of thls study was

_CDmpnsed Df students who entered Centfai-?iequnt in the fall DE*’“—ﬁrﬁlf,zfﬁé;

ﬁ 4975,' Both groups of students were taklng a devel@pmental-cgurse

- " in reading, or English, or mathematics at the time of their responses

tD the cognltlve mapping inventory.
B ‘ :
Tha data faz ‘this study was derived from students' TESPEHSES

&

to a ﬁOgﬂlthE mapplng lﬁtEfBSt 1nventcry _ The inventory required’
the Students to Tespand (A) usually (B) sometimes . CC),réf%Ij to °
‘a .series of 1tems CAppendlt A) related ‘to which symbols were more .

o i

Signlflcant whlch cultural elements were c@ns;dered and whlgh
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: . ' oL - f—,""; .
" patterns of inference were used in, that individual's style. A

comparison between the two groups was made after the students’
. : ‘responses to the inventory to determine any sigﬁificant differences
-EétweEﬁ deaf students and-hgaring students in théir cognitive

— - = - . styles. _Each of theigﬁéggyf§§ven variables in the cognitive style .

inventory were compared. Deaf students’ responses to each variable

were zampared with hearing students' responses to the same variable.
T.a . .

,The 51gn1flcaﬂce of dlfferen s be veen deaf and hearlng students

was determlﬂed by discriminate functlon analy51s u51ng a .05 leve

=

of 5ignificanéei K S : I 2

In Qrder to determlne whlch elements in the GOgn1t1VE styles

t when compared with hearing
) T ) o == =

a

of deaf students were more 51gn1f1c

- g

Studants, éazh of the twenty—seven eleﬁents-@f?the Ecgnitive styie

using a .05 level of 51gn1f1:anceq

f‘During_tHe summer quarter of 1974, si;_deaf students:yeré

enrolled on the Central Piedmantiﬁnmmunity ﬁéllgge campus. The ..

7

Lfa;léwing quarter £we;ve deaf students were enrolled, and the rate
‘§fgiﬁ¢feasé‘has continued so that fivezquartérs'later, winter
quarter 1§76, thirtysfaur deaf_studentsywére enrolled. ' -

This sﬁudy wasgrgstficiad to those deaf students who were

enrolled at Central Fiedmpnt Community Eollege in the winter quarter

2
%




:.} - o ,'l : . | S ,
,65-1976. The hearing students wargJals@ enroilé&rau:ing the wiﬁtér
_quartef. . . |

A further 1imitation of the Study was fhat.tha'cégnitive Styleé

 of the ind 1dua1§ were measured cnly ac:crdlnﬁ tc the co&nltlve

5 -
a"

mapping interest ;nventory CAppendlx A). 'This 1nventgry measured _

s ‘cognlt;ve style as the student perc31ved hlmsslffhersélf to be at

the time of the‘response to the 1nventory. Theoretlcal symbollc

- o ' SN ‘ : T
grientations, qualitative orientations, cultu%ai determinantSZ&ﬁd

modalifiés of inference camprise;cignifive style as presenied in
£ ’ this study. This study, however, did not deal with standard test
scores or performance in any specific academic disc pl;

= -5

- SIGNIFICANCE OF THE. STUDY

~ : A : , )
The 1Dnﬂltud1nal aspéﬁt of thlS study «dealt with -the ¥t ;
ii*férénces 1n learnlng s%yles of individual students both deaf
,ﬁ aqé hegrin55 Many 1nnevat1on5 ha?e ac;ufred in the communlty college
% movement ﬁith%n*tha last\decade! iﬁ“vecverg vaflgﬁs types Df ;nd1v1§u$l—;»

S 3 P -
. £

- ized exéeptional‘instfﬁéti@nal pr@grams,have been develcped, Johnsaﬁ
S F C%Sﬁgji Hest of these 1nnovat1@n5 make allawances for self- piClng,
~and some maké al lowances fér different modes -of présentatian; gudlo/

tape, tape/slideéﬁideo,tape; pencil and pagérgpazkage. *But most such '
: -~ programs do not théraughly 1nvest1gate nor ccn51der the lndlvldual .

£

characteristics of the lnd;yldual learne rsg Such cans;dgratlgn_seems

‘ ) ) L R - 3
especially impcrtamt when one is dealing with handicapped students. . . .~ i
o \ , o o R .
For .it is usually obvious that the handicapped cannot’ always learn
¥ . o ‘ ‘

. "'1’3;!5’, i .V ) Y




need ta“be actéuntabl

B R

o , L

through the n@rmalaﬁé&aiitiesg ‘The deéf;'féf'éxample, must;hévei_
interpreters so fhat they nay unde erstand the présentations.w* This _'

be N

izhearlng w111 also affe:t qu%lltatlve gudgements as well as cultural

patterns and ir Ferentlal Pdtuérﬂs af the 1nd1v1duals )

In addltloﬁ L& the Eraaa lssue deallng w1th dlff&f%ﬂtgﬁ in

learning styies, a secand najar aspéat Qf thls gtudyaaealt w;th

£

‘*cognltlve style ﬁhafaéteristics Gf daaf students_j.The study was

; . &

de31gned tD Show that deaf studénts may have sets of gharazterlstlcs

§ =

affectlng thelr learnlng fWhile hearing Studénts will’alsa'have‘

to all students not gust the ‘well . prepared

s and the magcrlty groups hut to all students any resaarch deallng'

f:w1th how students learﬁ seems 1mportant. Ancther 51gﬂ1f1cant . o

] Q\ .
aspect @f the study was that ;haracterlstlcs af c@gnltlve styles

af hearlng students capld also be determlned Dne af the questlcns

¥ . #

_ answered iﬁ-thé study was whiéh chara:teristics'in ghe cdgnitive

styles of hearlng Students are most Slgﬁlflﬁant

In addlt;on tD these issues wh;ch are hatlcnal and 1nternat10nal

- in scope, th? study was 3150 d351wne&Lw1th the dgaf students Vfé =

L SR
. =

- Cen%rﬁl’Pledmant Cammun;tyanllege 1n mlnd In a*IElBtiY&lY'Shﬁff.

L 1}

o —1:

time;-CPCC ‘has inclgded‘in its studéntﬁpopulatiaﬁ a’large group of

4

L B .

e

' !,stﬁdy was‘based on the assumption that a handicap‘such 35'1353 hf \

[




-
o

ways t0‘serve %%gf studentsi There?Were alsa si
'on ’ a).‘

€. 18’
deaf students.” Presently these Students are included in regglaré

.classes with the majority of the class being hearing students. The
study attempted to answer the questlon If the iﬂstrUStiQn is®

gedrad to thg3ma30r1ty; the hear;ng students .even with an interpre-

o

ter, are the deaf students profiting from the instruction to the same

degree as the hearing students? Since CPCC is new to the concept of

educatlnc the deaf research Wlth learnlnﬂ styles of these students

E—— T ? . L]
needs to be conducted. o

In summary this study has provid ad :ontrlbutlaﬁs to the lltera— .fo

ture on. the cogn;tlve ;jxuﬁg of deaf students as well as the cognitlve

g
' stylea of hearlng students. The study has Pr@v;dedeﬁ b CPCCfEnd the

spec1?l servitces. staff s ome new 1n51ghts lnta new and Perhaps bétter

',;flcant character— .

—

15 ics in the learnlng sﬂ&ées of both groups that shguld lnfluen:e

 the 1n$truct10§a§ design at CPCC Thls study was de51ﬁned prlmarlly

to compare the cognlt;ve styles cf deaf students wlth the cagnltlve

styles of hearlng stud : A secondary purpose was to detexmlne which

-

’elements 1n cognltlve style 1nven%§r;es are méét 51gn1f1:ant when

.

: comparing two-differeht;graups‘df students. .o e
:." v:f\_;,!') e . o . == o _ ) \;Ight
. b N
i b
W / i ’ ¥ ! :
' Ve IR
: [ t
. _ _ o S o
. . h
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CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

ity

Grganlzatlanally the review of 11tETitUTE is dLVlded into
three parts The flTSt part concerns the backﬁround and déVElQPmEHt
of the canceptual framework for Eduéatlcnal Sciences. The second
) B _7w““part concérﬁs the %gpllcatlaﬁsrcf the concept cf Educatlanal SElEHCES
and the thlrd part concerns the education Df the deaf.
¥ ® ,“‘.;’? - i
. - HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT OF THE
: o EDUCATIONAL SCIENCES
Joseph E. Hill working with staff members at Wayne State Univers
- and Oakland é@mmunity College in Michigan, developed the Educational
"Sciences as a common structure for the-aﬁplied;fiéld of knowledge
called education.
\ Educational Sciences is a conceptual framework for educators
The framework is based on the following assumptions:
N 1. Education isitha.Prccess,af.éearching for meaning
2. Thought is dlf*erent from language
3. Man is a 50:131 creaturé w1th a unique - capa;lty for
. :dér1v1ng meaning from his environment and personal
o expericnces thraugh the creation and, use of symbols
* - 4. Not content with blologléal-satlsfactloﬂs alone, man
o continually seeks meaning.. (Hill, 1972)
_‘,-“"P‘éi : . - .
N — ;In”ggmgﬁfdrt,to break the' lock-stgp of tradition D;. JDseph o
E. Hil1l, Pr251dent of Oakland Cmmmunlty Cgllege and Dr ‘Derek Vunnsy,
CiQ?l);Vicespresident working with staff members at Dakland Community

. \
- ‘. 28 )
s 19 , - B .
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College, created the Educational Sciences as a common structure

within which inquiry of significance for the fundamental aspects

of the applied field of educatiéﬁ'can be conducted. .The Edu;ati;nal,

Sciences provide a conceptual framework and Scientificklanguage

for the aﬁplied field of education. that approach the level of PTEQ

cision, found in such derivative fields as pharmacy, engiﬁeéring and

law. ‘
FQQEEhE indiviﬁual student the-system pérceivés his fcrldi The

purpose is to help tailor the student's education to reflect the

way he or she learns and therby offer him or her the greatest likeli-

“hood of success in learning.

'The approach is c§lleéhgagﬂitive‘Stylermapping_ At Oakland
tabular ”map“ that describes how each studenﬁ'thinﬁsgand 1eérh3§sé
his or her cognitive stjle. | |

- The measured'traifs can Produée_2;3é4 cambinéti@ns fhat show
how each student handles qualitative and theoretical symbols, how
cultural influence affects the>wayrthé ;tudeﬁﬁ gives méaniﬁg to |
syﬁb@ls; and hbw thefstudenéiderive;'meaninggfiaﬁ'tﬂe'sympolg he "»:
or ‘she perceives. In practice, the-”mapsﬁfiavegpr;duéed u§ tBT'XI

k. ) : i .
rse material, each one

I3

nineteen Qays.of teaching the Séme cou

aimed at a Partiaﬁlar kind of learning styigfkr.i “
From a beginning at Dak;and Community é@ilége in‘1969;:d3velaﬁ;

ments have ac¢uxredAin many different.aréas.*-At Cér;ing Gommuﬁity

“ - = 3 ) . . X . ) : 2 = i:; _ _ 5 . =
College in Corning, New York, counselors have been utilizing cognitive-

style for staff and faculty’develapméntgA Kent State is doing research

e

=5
I N . o l o __ _




with cognitive style in the m%lita?y in an attempt fa assist in
milita%y perspﬂﬁél careei'éssesémenti lAt Cannadore Cai;ege;
Dntafia, Canada, studies‘aravbéiﬁg conducted to apply the Educational
SElEﬂEES as a conceptual framework to persanallze Adult Basic ‘Education.
Other studies have investigated selected cDgn1t1Ve style elements

as predictors of achievement from a didactic film. A recent book,

Media_ Preszrlptlan and Utilization as Determlned by Educatlonal

E gggnitivgisﬁylg} DeNike and Strother (1976), speclfles ways that
ﬁedia can be selected for.individual students and their'stylas.
. A student'srstyie will'vary for different content aieas and
) ‘for different teachers. ‘Thé way:tp overcome the negative' attitudes
whicﬁ underlie various alienated studentéiis té increase the degree
of involvement .in eduéatién on oragi*té{}educe the resentment, -At
the prese;t time, there are seven Educatigﬁgiiﬁaieﬁzésé
1. _Symbals and thElT meanings T
; 2. Cultural defsrmlnants | ', o .
3. Noda;ities ?ﬁlinferéﬁéa, )
4. Meﬁbry - éﬁnﬁern ﬁ
)
5. C@gﬂitive,style
6 Egaching,_é&minigt?ativ33 3nd gounseling styies
7;595ystémic'analysis dééiéién,makiﬁé;‘ M B
- o o In this studﬁ only sciences Dne;rtwn %hrce and flve are cons 1deréé;
o ' ,i 7;; Tﬁi;b jizg§“gmpt10n of. the filsg!sciéﬁce; sywbols and th21r s
, tméanings; is that-man uses two klnds of symb§15 thE'thacretiﬁaiz :
and quélitativaf This distlnction is ‘derived prlmarily'fram the ;
r : - : g .y




."ﬂarception, cultural effect on the meaninﬁ gf.thé symbci," In ‘

’:Sé{éﬁ:e Sherlf ClQSé) was the - ;1r5t to demonstrate experlmentally

“and Newgombj et al (19553;_clarified the def;n;tlon an@lthe 1nf1g§n;§
ﬁa} be’ found in Tolnar LlQéZ)

i.e.

22
work of Champlin ngséj and Villemain (1952€E1§59j! These writers .
used ideas from C. Pierce (1932) éﬂd :, Dewey‘61§29}&;9§D). Further
support for the distiﬁgtigh can be found in'the;writings-af Korzyléski
(1949, 1950), whD Eﬁphas;zed the symbol influences the functioning
of the nervous system and’ Rapapart Clgéz) th argued that man can
medlate more *than one type of symbol. Dlssertatlcns ‘by Haorshead

(1963) and Saunders ClééS), under the dlrectlan of N. Champlln

emphasized the necessity of symbolic precisién;in teaching,

research, and suggested methods. for obtaining precision.

The second science, cultural determinants, was initially entitled
edu;atlan the develapment and change of the meanlng of symbols whether
theoretlcal or qualitative are 1nf1uenced by the culturally created

r@les o£?5tpre Sion and ccmmunlzatlon a ;k e -

The work Df Earl Kelly C1947 1962) is the b3315 f@r the secﬂnd

13

A e

- that group “narns" and 'roles' can 1ﬁfluencé JudgemEﬁts Parsons

~C1951] develaped the cancept of "individuality.' The role set theory

of Merton's (1957, '1968) ‘was.also 1ﬁportantg' Work by Hnmans (19503

Y.

of '‘norms! and 'roles' on behavior_ Related early work' in this area

The third science deals Wwith the person's modallty of lnference

3

‘ the-fprm of 1Df§ren:é'he tends to use. Concepts fr@m statlstlcal




.”dlmenszons of 1ntellect“ (1967)

iﬁference and logic supplemented by the works of Piaget (1952),

" Wertheimer (1959), Bruner (1966), and Guilford (1967) served as

the fduhdatian of this science. ' Rankin (1964) in a dissertation

made a contr1butlon by delineating modes of 1nference in terms

aé“*bf“ﬁéﬁéls5~isémcrphisms, and hypotheses.

The fifth science is that of cognitive stfle; Allport
(1937, 19615; suggested the concept of 'style" which he defined
as the consistericy and pattern of é#PfESSibE‘bebévinS.; During
the past twéﬁtyafive years the cancépt 6f cogﬁitive style has 1?

been studled ;n thg context of personality and social VarlableS:

=

Th15§§ rcach is found in the work of Broverman CIESD) Gardner
PP :

'JClQ%S), Lagan, Moss, and Sigel C;QéS), and W1rtﬁin C1948,;1956,u

*

1954)*

The canstru;t of cognitive stylé, whlch was QEVEiOPEd as one

" of the’ Educatlonal Sciences, is different from those defined in

the field Df psychology. Employing a modified form of Gﬁttman]S*
(1954, 1955, 1959) metathgé:y:éf facets as a model the :@ncept

of cognitive style is defined as the Cartesian prcduct af the
fcllgg@ﬁg four sets: (1) symbols.and their meaningsgACZD Sultural ,

determinants, Cé) modalities Df:inférence '(4) memory - :éhcerni

In this context, cggﬂlt;ve st}le is scmewhat relatéd to Guilford's

7 F"dlEClpllnéﬁ” of "sclences” is found diréctly in the work of Caﬂint

~ (1960) and indlrectly.in Dewey ClQZQ)iiﬂFlannagan s -(1939) sarly e




.24 -
Pﬂéé? haﬂaimpliiatians for measurement while McClelland's (1966)
;4 article had lﬂpllcatloﬂs for the appllcatlaﬁ of the.educ§£i@nal
' Séisnaes! Bloom's ClQES) work served as the basis for Pérsanalizéd
!edpcatigﬁ program céncept, i.e., appl;zat;an of certain ”sciencés"
in mass‘educaticni.

RECENT STUDIES AND MONOGRAPHS DEALING WITH
e . EDUCATIDNAL 'SCIENCES |

COllEEthE cggnltlve styles have been found to exist for groups

Fl

Suih as adﬂlnls;fat@fi Zuessman ClQéS) " uccessful" teachers Dahnhe A
- (1466) and Blaﬂzy C197D) w1th positive. and negathe ;ttltudes, Anathér o

set of studies has shown that Slmllarity or nan51mllar1ty of cognitive

Al

style isfrélated to evaluations. DeLDach'CLQSQJ'fouﬁd that
teachcrs w1th cognltlve style which was similar in a high degree
-V‘ta that of qdmlnlstratars were evaluated more favorably than those

teachers wncse cagn;tlve style were low in simi aﬁlty to that of

=

the administrator. BDth Blanzy (197@) and S:hroeder '(1969) found
‘”that a s;mllarlty between a student's ccunltlve style and .a
’ téacher s COﬁﬁltlve style rcsulted in a more favorable ratlng

- DE the teqcher by the student than w;th studénts whose cagnltlve

-
styles are: dlfferent from the teacher 5 ‘style. Further studies

e

Ey Wasser (1969), Sch:aeder (1969), aﬂa Fragale C1969] devlsed

that those students who had Qggnitive sﬁyles Simllar to their

teacﬁer s ccwnltlvs style achleved hlgher grades than students™

whose coﬁﬂlElVE styles differed fram their teachers_ This trend -

seems to-hold at the elementary as well as the college 1evei e




i

related ta azadémié perfgrmance, HDGg151an (1970 and Beny C1ﬂ7g)

identified ”callectlve” cagnltlve st}les f@r letter grades A
student_w%th ”mgre” elements, usua;lyrmajars, tends to get higher
grades.

Cotter (1970) and'Qrﬁ.C1971) found that one must use information

of three sets and not one to prediﬁt curriculum choices and grades.

e e e e B G G T (1971) “Foumd that™ acéﬁemlc achlevement motivation is reflected

in terms of EQgﬂ1F1VE style.

'Cagnitiva stylé‘and'dcademic:perfsrmanEE‘has been studied in

Yarlaus curriculum areas such as mathematics (Blarnzy, 19?0* Shuert,
19?0; énd Spitler,‘19793;'nursihg CLaqgg,'1972); 11fe science
CWarﬂer; 1970)j and English CHDDﬁasiaﬁ,=19703; Urban and suburban

‘student groups in terms of their CDgnlthE styles have béen studled

by Jalkanen c197oj“and Waters c197o) Robinson (1969) studled

ﬁlgh rlsk students at a unlver51ty Baecher (1973) studled the

;Dgnitive,styles of Méxican Américans and Puerto Rican Amer;cin
students in fourth and fifth grades, Zapinski {1973) found differences’
in thé;ccllegtivé'gagnitive stylaé of students who receive various

férms of financial aid. -

* EDUCATION OF THE DEAF

Untll re:ently nearly all deaf students who went. to SChDDl at

L . any level went to special . schools. The 1mplementatlan of fhe phllGSDPhy

of mainstréaming'(educating the;deaf along with other members of SQciéty);
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is a current wéve in American education. ;Brill ClS?S) indicates-
that there are many p%abléms with‘”mainstreaming” deaf Stﬁaents;
for not enough informatip?-researcﬁ has beeﬁ:dane régaidiﬁg,the
complex ?atterns of teaching the deaf aﬁd their doubly céméiex
1eafniﬂg-patternsi |
RDBlnSQn and Dawson (1975) in a study of EEG and REM Slcep

Studles in Deaf People found -that deaf- people, jusi like normal

extend éﬂ”“"iﬁé’fi@'ﬂ”’d’f “conti

~hearing" people, 17 genera; ‘Have "

q

Bl L]

sleep (five to e;ght hours) dur;ng each thenty four hour perlad
When comparéd with hearing students, deaf children were found to

be socially d;sadvaﬁtaged due to direct as well“as indirect con-
seauénces’of deafnass Freeman Malkin, Hastlnés (1975) ;Dund

51gn1f1¢ant d;fferances in early hosplta i ati@n; fréquéncy of

f:\

home maves! certaln areas of behavior, aCt1V1tlES PEPﬂlttEd
by parents aﬂaunt of play, and parental Etpectat10n5§ PétéISDﬁ
éeaf‘adult there are limited_job training'facilities and limited
job,bpportuﬁities?;ziﬂiadditibﬁ tﬁeudeaf pérsgn'misses out -on
radio; movies;-téievision; §1ays and anﬁoﬁnfers many embgrréssing
51tu;ﬁlons . | | | |

Hardy ClQS?) found that deaf children almost 1nvarlab1y

" hévé other problems and that remediaticnf both medical and educational

must be directed tcwards the needs of the "whole' Ehlld not just

to his cemmunicatién’pfoblem..,Levine Clgéﬁjiééﬁfirms that language

is the kay to mental dévelopﬂent Brill (1974) points out that the

LT
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majority of deaf.students are Stillledueeteﬂ in public residential )
schools for the deaf. For the most part the professional field
of education of deaf students’ has been SPllt by controversy for
the pqst eentury, and perhaps in no ether area of education have the

_Eleevages been as deep, 1ested as long; and reached sueh an emofional
level, &cheih. (1958‘ in a deserlptlon of the deaf eemmunlty eeneludes
"To expeet the averege deaf thld to achieve as much as the averege

heerlng child is as fantastle as to expeet a man to walk on the moon.

5

Silverman (1970) stetes that adveﬁelng teehneleay is chan ing the -

'.herld Df werh. f 22, OOD Jebs 115ted in the Dletlenqry of Deeueatleﬁal

Tltles, over 6,000 were new since 1959 and over 8,000 that had

existed then are extlnetiv This means thet flElellity and the
eepeeity.te he retrained are primary requlrements for vocational
survivei deaf people eften have great dlffleulty in conventional

retralnlng programs and may, therefere be relatlvely 1nflex1b1e

“vocationally.
-  SUMMARY

A deserlpt;on of any edueaticnal aet1v1ty 11way5 occufs in the

11ght of the §Pthor s- biases. Develepment prev1des many pe551b111t1e5
N . " S

fer lnterpretat1\1 fer it encompasses the entire range ef edueatlonal

endeaver The;fleld has not suffered frem la f 1;terest fer the

hrltlnas noted here represent enly a portlon of the work thﬁt rlght

\

o N _be_lneluded; Investlg fons i dieate thet _many studles releted to
e

uses%ef edueatlenal SClEnC\§\§ e rrently in Pregress - From the

.
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current state of the art, one might suinise that minimelly such

procedures would.require specification, field testing and revisio
as the foundation for development work. The peeeible-weye in which
each of the “%spects of a cognitive map might be translatéd into

practice must be explored. e : :

As educational research moves forward in the use of better

L] : =
. - -

Al

instrumentation, precise, subtle relationships are.discover

" and new discoveries can more easily be converted into pree'iee;

f-~

ehereeterletlee of eeeh 1ndLV1uuel learning teek Hallend end
Doran, C1973) The pregrese of teehnlcal development is all too

slow. For in egntgaet to the*electronie'eempeteneiee the nation

¥

possesses, educational research is in a most primitive state.
The core ﬁroblem in a science of instruction is still the

preeeee by whieh the. 1nd;v1dua1 student learns. The eoncept

bl
i

for educational eelencee seems to nrcv1de a fremewerk whereby

- [ 55
maﬁy‘of the eherecterietiee of iﬁdividuel learners eeﬁ»be=dxeeoveredj

A1

Much of the reeeereﬁy nfedueetieﬁ does euppert;the feet

thet there is no ene beetxmethed ef teeehlng, for there are meny

verlatlene in etudent eheracterletiee Cohen iand Trent [197e)i

- . =

The development of many d;fferent methode of preeentlng the
. samé materlel to etudente has led to numerous studlee deelgned

to determine which methed is more effeet;ve. Interpretetlene of

Fl =
c
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oS devclopment of individual students. :" ; ‘ i
Nunney (1975) showed that whether instruction was presented

i7" by lecture, by prmgramméd'instru:tian by television or by audio-

- - tutorial methods; the top 10-20 perzenf of the students would achieve
an A or B regardless of the presentatloni Othe r :Esearﬁhssupp@rts

the concept that a variety of instructional methgds are needed in .

almost any learning situation. - The 1dea of PEI;Dn&llZlﬂg instruction

‘through cognitive style mapping as presented by the Educati@nal

. ) Scienzes seems to have much merit.
'z

E

special schacls for the deaf. Mainstreaming (placing dea i f students

into the regular program of a communlty college) is relatlvely new;

Fl

only in'the“197é's has the ;oncept been utiiizeﬁ. To date,.little
. research has been done compariﬁg the cognitive styles of deaf . -

" students with the cognitive styles of hearing studentsi, However, .
© ‘there is mou nting evidence tDﬁdemonstrate the need- to develop .

. -,:,.mare flaxlble methods of teaching hearing students. Cross (1974)

Emph§51zes that eduzatlan nust not be cantent to acntlnue to teach
"new students" to. thg gcmﬂunlty college in the same ways as we hi» o
.in the past. The cammuﬂlty college w111 have to be mu:h more

reép§n51ve to the dlfferent ﬂeeds of thase enterlﬂg “

- L Stuckless C1974) speaklng for the Instltute for the Deaf

states that deaf students bring at least as many varlables into

=%

R theilearnlng Sltuatlon as da hearing studengsi Many of them
EO SR aEegTe

xf‘

bring even more? Aga;n and again resaar:h in edu;itlﬂn ﬂemonitrates

e e e - N

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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chr awhile (Vuthall and Snook;, 1973) and then newbmodels emerge.
Thls phenomenon suggests that there must be far more variables

in a teaching-learning s;tuatlon than educators havg previously
Sugggstéd, The fact thét‘a person is deaf and eniéllsAin a
community college és ahregular student édds a ngplicati§g variable
that education has given Iitile:atténticn to Egzept by’ saying ~
to the Student 'you mai’ enmll " . The me;hodsaf tﬁ?;?ﬁiﬂg,_thése_

r?“‘

students has nat suffltlently been researched nor has the hypath§51s

of whéther or not there are 51gnlf;cant var;ables in the learning

i

may cause them to learn differently fram hearing stuaénts_
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CHAPTER 3

'RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

’ ; ~ The purpose of this study was to compare the cognitive styies

Gf‘deaEAStudents with the Eagnifivé sﬁyles ofvheafing students.
The comparison was bdsed on a cognltlve mapplng’lnterést 1nventary!-A;
Thlshchaptef wirll (1) descrlbe the d251§n used to measure thé
chnltlve styles (2) dESEIle the SElECtlDﬂ of the papulatlan,

,u,f{ ,CS] sp321fy the procedures used to ﬁalle:t da;a and,(%)zsggpgmihaf,Mml:*xm
research hypgtheses that were tested, - . , . |

B

-DESIGN OF THE STUDY .

'é,

The basic des;gn oi thls study vas a qua51 experlmental resenr:h

C;QGEJ The 1ntEﬁt af th;s madel is tD equate experlmental and f?ﬁi

cantral groups after the fact by.matchlng them on Qharactérist;csh
faund before the treatment.

The mcst satlsfa:tory design emplays a raﬁdam 3551gnment gf the
. ¢
subjects to the éxperlmantal and control groups. This kind of

- randomization, however, is impossible to practice.in. many educational

institutions. Most admiﬂistiators resist setting, up special programs

M

far conducting research. In this study the plDblEﬁS which threaten

s

internal - valldlty were somewhdt alleviated by the nature of the study

=gt

o

‘and th55%¥bups involved.

—:;UT@aéelect—the»exparlmental g:Dup,@fﬂthe study, all deaf students ‘




’_Oh campus were.inVitedth'participate, vThe;tétal pdﬁulatioﬁ of

N deaf students ‘Vf;he time- Df the study was thlrty - Of ths‘tﬁift}

enrolled twenty five chose to part;clpate . These tWEﬁtysflve deaf

L - X R

stuéknts Became'the sample af the experimental &roup'af the Study

s...‘ ‘ p‘ .

The random nature of the twanty flve students af thE control’ grcup,~

Fl

- =the’ hearlng students “was malntalned by selectlng'é class’of

o ;

" students 1n a- develogmental studles Engllsh class- Most of the
experlmental group were involved in dévelcpméntal studies courses,

e s _ahd the most commonly ‘taken couiSe'was developmentalfstuiies English.

‘Another factor that reduced the threat to’ 1nternal valldlty posed

S

B

'by the selectlon prccess was the nature.-of the ‘treatment. The’

S ' treatmént?given to each group was a-cognitive méﬁping interest

llnventory The theary supp@rtiﬁﬁ the concept of such an 1nventory :

suggests that pe@ple do learn dlffarently, and theref@re regard-

Tbless of the. 1n1tla1 ‘seléction pro:ess of the Papulatlon the treat—

wir

€
£

stud)

The 1nstrument used was the COgﬂlthE Mapptﬂn Interest Inventory

° =

bvaosephaE. Hlll' Oakland Cammunlty Collewé 1n Mlchlgan (1973) Hill

~re1ated cognltlve style of an. 1ﬂle1du31 tc a’ :ombinatlon Df Ielatléng'

x

'1sh1pstbetween three sets of influences: (1) Symbols and their meanlnasf

c f - R .

{2Y-cultural determinants and CS],mgdallt;es>bf,;nference, Cognitive

style'is one of the‘sciences,of the framework of the seven Educational

~ Sciences. -

A series of cognitive styie tests are used to yeild maps of s v
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'ithe,students at Dakland Ccmmunlty (0.C. C ) ’The-battery‘,} L R
cf taSté was developed at 0.C. C in 1968 and has been rev1sed
and updated SEVEral times since its inception. The instrgﬂent

s ' used 1n thlS study was the 1973 revis@gn: For the purpose. of this

[
=&

study, val;dlty and réllablllty coefficiénts asscciated;with tﬁe | N
e /

ot : 1:vauC,C;ftest—battery ?nd lnventéry were. con51deredAto be. aquuateg
, & T E .
'~ The values of these réSPéEthE/COEfflclentS ware approtlmately

=

;Ix-; ;89 ahd'rbgé = ,30, where rx deﬁotes the value @f the

, KudérsRlchardsan formula and rb _ is the valldlty 1ndet empleyed.

l - by J. “C. Flannagan
| | Thé 1nventary Gf this Study uf 215 descriptlve §tatement5
" whlch the subgect usgd to portray hlS own style.' The 1nventary
is salf adm1n15terlng for 1nd1V1duals or groups. Thé subgect_

. ?

' resPQnds to each 1tem w;th Usually, Sometlmes or Rarely Sc orlng

' may be done manually or by computer. Tozal.sacres_on the inventory .

are read in terms of majors minors, aﬂd”HESli;iEles. * Scoring

L 15 based on fivé p01nts for usﬂally, three 901nts for sometimes
P | ' '_and one paint-fcr rarely. Raw éb es f@f-each var;able of ﬁhé .',f: -;g
3} i iiveﬁtgry gereicompgted f@r”eéch!Subjéct of each. group, ‘These - |
- | sindividﬁa1 écDres on thé:§Went§=sé¥én Variablss.af thg‘inVEntary=

;Wé?é the bases: for comparlsoﬁ in this study&
The' Cognltlva Style Interest Inventary measures cagn;tlve style o
' & , 1‘“ -
in terms of three sets of- relatlanshlps symbols aﬂd their meanlngs, s
¥ S

cultufal determlnants of” the méan;ng —of" symbals and modalltles of *~¢¥4

1nferenge, Thg set symbols and their meanlngs, 1nc1uded bgth

=




measured were empathetic, esthetic, ethic, histrignicf kinesic,

‘relatiofiship, differengé;-magﬁitude< apﬁraisal an&‘deductiv§j, o

.

' fhéoretical symbols and qﬁé;itétiVé'SyﬁbOlsg Thearetizgl syhboléi

‘are symbols that meanlspmetﬁiﬁg other than ‘what they -themselves

are. For example, a w@rd is'aitﬁeérétical symbol. In thiénsiuév

L .
%

the thecretlcal symbals measured were thearetlcal visual l;ngu15t1c

theoretical aud;tory llngu the@reilcal aud;tory quantltatlve

by

aﬁd theoretlcal visual quantltatlve ~ Each Df thesé symbolic

DfléntatiOHS may be méasured in terms of their:relative strengthsﬁ
Qual;tatlve symbols are symbals that represent to the QbSEIVér'
whatever they (the Symbals) are. For example if the observer is

looking at a cat, then that -particular cat wouldaﬁéccmgxthé -

qualitative measure of cat. The qualitative symbalSJmeaégredTEETif

. this study were tﬁe sensory orientatioﬁS?A'auﬂltory; leactcry,

,Savory, tactile, v;sual and propri pt;ve The cultural codes

5
’..i !

kinesthetic, praxemigr synnoetlc and transactlanal

The Sacand set of 1nfluences measured were cultural

1determ1nants of symbols,and their ﬁéanings, In tllS set each .

I

R S

‘subject in the study was measured, in terms of 1nd1v1dual 1ﬂf1uences,

associate influences, znd family influences.

The.third set, modalities of inference, measured the subjects’

N

“inferential patterns. The patterns measured in this Study were

.The measurement of the major a and minor -and negll le influences,

“of the three sets of relationships: 'sym?ols aﬂdxtheir'meanipgs;“

P 0
w‘

i d



eulturel.determinente of:the?meeninge of eymbele and modalities .. )

of 1nferenee determlnee the :ownltlve stylee ef the eubjeets of
a_thle etudy T “5 - -‘ _ A;'L R '_ .

=

DEFINITION OF THE SAMPLES . . -,

;%{*’JZ'L{ o - The samples of the etudy were e‘group ef twenty flVE deef
.students end a greup of twenty five hearing etudente All of
!'the subjeete of the etudy were, enrolled at Centrel Pledmont
- F E . ‘CDﬂmUﬁlty College in the fell qeerter of 1975, All the etudente'
7 | -1nve1ved in the study were enrelled in oﬁe or. more :oursee ;n
the develepmentel etudlee pregram of the eeliege.su
The twentyeflve deef studente 1ne1uded thlrteeﬁ females-
end-twelve,melee.llThe mean ege of ‘the deef greup was twenty-
two yeere._ The twenty- flve heerlne studente 1ne1u§ed}th1rteen

: malee and twelVe females. The meen ege of the heerlng group

'was” twenty two years and four monthe

*m‘%#

Both groups of the study came frem a wide verlety ef

o

' ‘edueet;enel, economic end eulturel beeLgrounde Eech group -

T T 1neluded five bleek etudente eﬂd twenty white etudents Even

:f—‘—

though it would be extremly dlffieult meteh two nreupe of ..

E._‘;; e -
. S e T T el

' e
etudente ;n a eemmunlty college eettlng, the eemplee of” thle etudy <

f were very 51m11eT in terms of age, sex, - eulturel end economic beek—a

} greund end beeed on Englleh expreeelen;_reedlng eb111ty end methe—

f'metleel eﬁlllty, they were et the epproxlmete same level ef-‘j ; ,eﬂe;,,x;.

.g' , edueetlenel development. The, major difference between the g:eupe

H
i




s -

' was the handicap of deafness of the exﬁériméﬁiallgrcup.5

- COLLECTION OF DATA

T

The comParlsan of the :Dgnltlve stylas of ﬂeaf EtudEﬂtE w1th
B  the EDgﬂlt;VE styles of hear;ng students was based’ on the ﬁeasurement

of 1nd1v1dual cognltlve styles“““Althcugh"jt waS"necessary “to~ collegt’* ”“*’iﬁ

e data on individuai students group ‘mean scores for each of the t\enty=

o - - ;seven varlables af the ;nventary were used in the. assessments.' Grade=g-

de,

. point averages, zred;ts earned terms completed and w1thdrawals were

nat c@n51déred'in this*studyj

) The EQllEEtlQﬁ nf the data for the study required that each ff"”"

subject of the study resﬂand to a’gognitij§€mappingﬁinterest inventory

- during fall quarter 1975.f This.inﬁentory ;énsisted of 216 items Ef R

thatiweréfaesigned'to relate'tcftWEnty§sevén-differeﬁt ﬁafiabiésl
in an 1nd1v1dual s cognltlve style._ |
In order to. compare deaf studentz' and’ hearlng students'
'.cognltlve styles, ééch student of the study sesyonded to the J
' Cogﬂltlva Style Interest InventOry CSee Append;x A). The 1nv&ntofy_r
- . was untlmed but most students were able to complete the 1nvent@ry
within ong hour.’ The partl pants of the study were not grouped
tégéthéf’£0 be tésted Rather each 1nd1V1du31 was to complete
the 1nventory according to 1nd1v1duallzed Scnedules 7

a

iAfter.ali the. students had'resp@nded;to the 1nveﬁtgry, raw @ ¥

sgores for each Df the twanty—seven varlables far each subgect Mvg

of the study were rec@rded. There were e;ght separate test items

¥

for each variable of the tést; and-theseiitems'werE'n@t listed
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conseaut;valyﬁ Accardlng ‘to the scozlng pracedutes of” th: 1nventafy,'

it was POSSlElE ta attaln a s:are af forty for any glven varlable
A tatal score fcr each of thg twenty seven vaflables far each
partlcipant was determined, and these scores were, then anmblned ‘to -

Produce a meanfscore far each varlablei Scares for eadh partlc;pant

s - 1]

on éach Df the twenty seven varlables were used as data for a

DiscriminantiAnalysis Fﬁnttion to Pr@duce mean scores, F;Ratiosrand,

Q:obabilitf factors for each variable.

“HYPOTHESES

. L . -
styles were tested.

Hy oth3515 1 There are no Significant.differences betweénlthe

mean scores .of hearlng students and the mean scores Df deaf

i

and their meanings as measured on The Cognitive Style Interest -

‘ Inventory.
H; Qﬁhgsié 2: There are no 51gn1f1;ant dlff%téﬂééS’betwaeﬂ the

=

mean scores of deaf students-and the meaﬁ_scares'éf haar;ng4

'students on the three variables in. the cultural determinant
set as measured on The'Cbgnitive Style Intérest Inventory. .-

- X

There are no 51gﬂ1f1¢ant dlfference b etween the mean

- studspts on;ea;hiéf the niﬁetgen,varlables in thé'Sét symbcls:f‘

! Scares of deaf studénts,and the mean scores Df he rlng students E

TheAfﬂliowing'ﬁuil hypéthesgs'cenéerning'thé-sﬁbje:t‘s ;ogﬂiiive e

on the f;ve varlables 1n the mcdallty af 1nferen:e set as;

- '_ : -measured cﬁ The Cegnitive Style Interest Inventary,
L. . o N .
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Hypothesis 4: There are no.significant differences between the

“total number of majgrslin,tﬁe é@éﬁitivé styles:éf éeaf students
ané the tgtal.nuﬁbéi éf*ﬁajurs in’fheicagﬂitiVE styies of E
ilhearing'studenté asxmgasﬁred @ﬁziﬁ% Cngitife St?lé Iﬁtgrésf.
Inventory. . o |
f;ffé;}f?ﬂﬁ%"w'w%ﬁim;AwDisériﬁiﬁéfé Function Anal?$§55w35~h53dr£g ﬁést,théuﬁypcthéseg.
The hypéthéses of thg studyAwé%é acééﬁfed Qr_iéjeéted on Fhe(basis' "

of the .05 level of significance.




'twa graups in cognitive styles.

. CHAPTER. 4 N
N ‘SUMMARY-QF,FINﬁINGS | —

The overall F fcr the d;s:rlmlnate Functlon Analy51s was 5 221

-Thls 1ndlcat35“that there is a gnlflzaﬁt dlfferenge Eetween the

Un}var;ate F's Qere ¢al:ulated far each variable tD determine

uhlch variables made the greatest Eantrlbutlon to the Qverall dlfference

F scores ranged frcm 40,0959 ta 0011

Each hypath3515 of thls study reflected a graup Df varlables,

Iﬂ the data presentatlan the Varlables (elements in a’ ccgnltive stylej

L4

that comprised eaeh hypothesis are PIESEﬁted Each varlable is shown .
in relation to each Df the other varlables w1th1n a glven set, Theﬁ

relatlonshlps are EXPIESSE& in terms of mean scares F scores and

1

,.Pbeabll;tY—' _ - . T .

The four sets of varlables that are Presented are: ‘(1) symbels

and th31r meanlngg (2) cultural determlnants of the meanlngs of symbcls

»CE) modalltles of 1nference C4) cagnltlve style o .

SYMBOLS'AND THEIR MEANINGS

‘Ng;lfhypathesis 1: There are no 51gn1f1cant dlfferences between the

g .
mean scores\éf deaf studént5 and the mean scares of hearlng stu— P

§

'~j%dents on each of- the nineteen varlables in. the set, SymeIE and

iltﬁe;r mean;ngs, ‘as measﬂ?ed on the chnltlve Style Tﬂtereft ;;777;;g;

Inventory., o T S S LT

"Included in theﬁset,;symbcls and their meanings, are bgth thearetical

. 39
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symbgls ﬁnd.QUalitétive symbol%."The ﬁraﬁp of thearé%iaal symEols‘
are theoretical audltary llnguist;c CTAL), thearetlcal“V1sua1 |
11ngu15t1c CTVL), theoret;cal audltary quant;tatlve CTAQ) and
theoretltal Vlsual quantltatlve CTVQ) The group-of qualltatlve

*__symbols 1ncludes qualltatlve aud;tcry CA) leactory (D), 5avary (S)

»-tactlle CT), Vlsual CV) pr@prlﬂceptlve (P),- empathetlc CEM), esthatls

CES), ethlc CET) hlStIlDﬁlC H, k1n531c CK), klnesthetlz CKH), K

: praxemlc (CP), synnoetlc CS) and transactlanal CT)

Null hypothe515 1 was rejected Deaf studEﬂts da have

;51gnf1cant dlfferences in th31r orlenﬂatl is to‘symbols and their °

' meanlngs when campared w;th hearlng studEﬁts. As SEDWﬁ'in'Tabie=1,
) o
there were 51an1flcant d;fferences on. nine out Df a p3551b1e

-\;

nineteen variables Table 2 sths the comparlsons of the

' theoretltal symbgllc or;entatlnns of the two graups Df the . iﬁ

faur thegretical Symballc erentatlans stud;gd there was a_

7. 4406 P<.008). Table 3 shgws only qualltative symbols As wouid _

be expected there was ‘a slgﬁlflcant difference in the qual;tatlve
1:-aud1tory Drlentatlons of the twa groups CF =40.09; P{ -000) .- Dther
qualltatlve SYﬁbﬂllc Dr;entaclons with 51gn;flcant dlfferences -
were tactlle\(F=S!§537; P{.DED);{Vlsual.[Eé22.2573; Pg;DDOl) and -
';pi‘opfit;ep‘tiv; (F=9..4543 Pa:.-oos;f iﬁ?th'é serisory f:eaesf It ’shéuld




TABLE 1

"-5:_I"-

" A COMPARISON OF DEAF AND HEARING STUDENTS IN THEIR x\‘_'f
ORIENTATIONS TO SYMBOLS AND THEIR MEANINGS WITH - o

“eeoemeloo o MEAN SCORES, F-RATIOS AND SIGNIFICANCE (P) #w

SYMBOL MEAN SCORE* . MEAN.SCORE ~ -F RATIO |
= | DEAF | HEARING o

¥

T(AQ) - 24.28 20.44 ' 7.440 .008 -

RIGY . v 1972 | | fSQ;SS 4éiogsl¢%'ﬂ"iodn-
R QM) 29.30 . 3332 5.655 . ..020
Qi%) . 22.84 29,64 ix? 22.573 "{'loel
QPy . 21;52 ; h _ : 25.'12_r 7- _- 9.454 003

- Q(CEM) 25.80 . 31.28 . 11.632  .001

.~ Q(CES) 24.84 32.60 26,156 - .000

Qcey - 24.20 ,28.84 . 9.806 " .003 -

Q(cs) . 25.32 30,56 - 9.682 .  .003

4

# A score of 40 on any item was the maximum score.
" %+ This table contains only the symbolic orientations with

- significant differences.
S < i,

-
e e e e - . e e e e - . i ~




T ‘ - TABLE 2
. 77T~ A COMPARISON OF DEAF, AND. HEARING STUDENTS IN THEIR
ORIENTATIONS TO THEORETICAL SYMBOLS WITH
. MEAN SCORES, F-RATIOS AND SIGNIFICANCE (P)
a . ; '
SYMBOL, ' MEAN SCORE ~  MEAN SCOREx * . F RATIO P
» DEAF, HEARING B

THEORETICAL

_AUDITORY LINGUISTIC ~ -20.96

T(AL)

' THEORETICAL

AUDITORY QUANTIATIVE 24,2
Q)

THEORETICAL . * -
VISUAL LINGUISTIC 25.80
T(VL) S

e

- THEORETICAL -

'VISUAL’QUANTITATIVE} 25.80

TOVQ)

23,

92

- .478

008 %

- 1.257

S

=%

~#% Significant at the..05 level or below:

F

+ A score of 40 was the maximum obtainable score for any item,

=



CTABLE 3 YT L L

s e e 5

" A COMPARISON OF DEAF. AND HEARING®STUDENTS IN THEIR . :

© ORIENTATIONS TO QUALITATIVE SYMBOLS WITH. B o
" MEAN SCORES, F-RATIOS AND SIGNIFICANCE (F) '~ = ' .~

= —

T ‘ T : P 6 S el
. . SYMBOL' | . 'MEAN SCORE#. ~~~MEAN"SCORE . F RATIO . - P S
Y . DEAF ¢ HEARING ~ ‘. ' S

) ‘; o _ . L - . _ 77%1 |

O AUDITORY (A)  19.72 © . .30.88 . 40.09 000

'OLFACTORY (0) 25.48 . 26,28 - .187  .670
o ' kIR L 3 L A v
SAVORY .(S) 27.28 . 30.00 3.196  ....076

!

. TACTILE (T) '1' © 20.20 g,;SS_SEfT- S 5.653 _ 020+
B 'fyzsﬁAL Vv 22.84 o 29.64 - 5__122.57;' ©001ek
PR&PﬁzécngIVE (P) 21.52 _i - _25;1z¥; S 9.454 003k
| EMPATHETIC (mM), - 580 3i.28 ¢ 11.632 . .00Lst
ES&HETIC'IEEj 2.4 3200 25-155' 000ms .
ETHIC “(ET) : f24;é0, - Lj 26,32 - -:1;455 ‘ éézi_ .
HISTéiDﬁIC_cH) 2136 0 22.00 . 193 665
KINESIC (K) 24.64 24;68£%*5 " Bioo1 . .97
- KINESTHETIC (KH) . . 25.80 -"-38;43 o SilSZ 078
Yo = PROXEMIC (CP) - 'z4g205 . 28.84 . 9.806.  ..;,063$#
CSYNNOETIC (CS)' = 26.32° 0.8 " 9682 003w
\ , ! }

TRANSACTIONAL (CT) * 26.60 x 25,84 C 233 - 636

_* A score of 40 was the maximum .obtainable score for any item. * .

=

ciie o+ wx-Significant at the ;OErlév;i or'below.. . . .. .. . e




\ B = e ""'-"_ =0 e

\"

In the qualltatlve symbcllc orlentatlans therexv re‘%ign= o

=¥ 'V Lt

lf;cant dlfferences in- the zultural codes They were qualltatlve

= &

empathetlc CF 11.632; pe, 001), qualltatlve esthetlc_CF 26 156 Pz, GDD), :
qualltatlve grgtemlc (F=9, SDD; P§ DDS) and qualLtat;ve SVﬁnoetlc
- (F=9.682; EiéDQSJ. Dut qf the tEﬂ qualltative gultural cgdes

e i measﬁred, thgigwggggéilgg”f ant dlffEIEnEeS “in flve of themi. The -

e - ‘greafést‘differen;es were in qualitative esthetic and qualitative"-

empathetic.

CULTURAL DETERMINANTS

=

Nglj:ﬁypoﬁhesis_zz “There are no 5ignificant differences between v

méan scores of deaf students' ani.the me&n*scafes‘df>hearing
studentsv Dﬁ thé“thrée variables in the zultﬁralxdeterminant
set as measuzed on The Cognitive Style'Intefést Iﬁventarj;

Included in. the set of variables, cultural determlnants, are <

= . '
= t
-

g

' assac1ate erentatlﬂn 1nd1v;dual orlantatlan and’ famlly arlentatlan.

In reference tc ‘the cagnltlve styles af 1nd1v1du315; the arranﬁement' )

P

of th1s set of variables gatermlnes h@w 1nfazmatlan rece1Ved o -

“\ ', " Thus, 1nfcrmat1§n may |, ‘be processed in terms Gf magor assoclate
lnfluenca, in terms of magar family 1nfluence or «in terms of major :
individual influencej In addltlan to any .one of these three b31ng

"a distinct major influence, any camblnat;an Df the three 1nfluences o

]

e e ~may- ngratg -a45--amn- 1jnd1v1dual's cultural. détél‘mlﬂﬂﬂt Patterﬁ [— ;___ v.-_.w-_:“,z;

1Nu11.hypcth351512 was rejected._ There was a 51gn1f1cant dlfferen:e

i
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) ﬂ\'?ih:£he-ass‘ ciate =1nfluence of- deaf dné-hearlng'students Taﬁié‘i% »
S -shcﬁ; ‘the ;ElaﬁlcnshlpS bétween tha aultﬁr;l 1ﬁfluencas Qf the -5';;i: :‘
R rtwo gfgups It shauld be nated that the results Df;thls study'%?
{i dl:ate'that the déaf studgnts are much more asséélate.crlgnﬁéd 1E”£f-;?[ﬂ
-ﬁefﬁéﬂag\ﬁultUTalaiﬂfIUEﬁEES tﬁan theihéariﬁg sfudentsg féﬁrtﬁéf ; i k;ii
st e - other hand\ -the results alsa 1ndlcate that hear;ng students_ﬁ?5"’ Lgf
51gﬁlflcant1y more lﬁleldually Drlented tHan éﬁaf students?ﬁ;:, CL ‘u' 
;{3 | \\ s : .__! | ; _- . | : ,p
c o \ 7 o QLIF}[F IES OF INFERENCE =~ . - e
| ,.yé;;;ﬁypa§h§§i§y3;; There ,are/ 1o s;gn;ilgani d;ffe:gnceé betwean o
i | _the.mean scores of deaf students aﬁd thé méén scargz-cf o .é
?5;, | B . i ; hearing-studenps on the five varizbles in'tbe modality fo U
a f R inééréﬁce set as measured on thezﬁaggitiva Style Interest
'Inventory - o L ’ Lo
; Included 1ﬁ the set of vér;ables mcdaiit§.éf!inference; T ';,'ﬁ?
; . : 9.
! are the inferential patterns of giffgggggg_jgj gggg§5§§; (L), j_i | ;
‘T ﬁa nitude (M), relatlanshlp (R) and deduct;;é CE] ? R o
. .i,f% Null hypcth351s 3 was IEjected for the results Df thls Jfﬁ | i
P . ‘ S
" : study 1nd1:ated a 51gnlflcant dlfference lﬂ tha appralsal patterns ‘
! “y; of deaf and hearlqg ‘students as Table 5 W1¥1 show. Hﬂarlng
N i:;fizwl'vstudents tend. to infer more from an appralsal pattern than do -
' /; _ deaf students (F=6, 612* p{rg;zj,- The,dlfferences-between ghef-AF B
; . two groups on the other inferential Patterﬂs éiffefenée‘ihaéﬁitu32j !
i S - . TElatanEh;ﬁ aﬁévéédéggg;éw;é;é cnly sllght aﬁérngt gtatlstlcally |
. * significant. | 7 . | LT ‘ ‘ ::i .
) . ! ;' ; 7
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I
Y TABLE 4 o S

A CDMPARISON OF ‘DEAF AND HEARING STUDENTS' CULTURAL

DETERMINANT PATTERNS WITH MEAN SCORES
. L4 . _

F-RATIOS AND SIGNIFICANCE (P)

CULTURAL DEAF " HEARING . " F RATIO P

PATTERN .°© ° MEAN SCORE ~ MEAN SCORE

- ASSOCIATE (A) 26.72 , 20.32 - 30.2469

*A score of 40 is the maximum scoTe.

.000%*

-

FAMILY (F) 28.04  27.84 . 0137 ©  .903

INDIVIDUAL (I)  26.20 129.84 5.1125  .026%»

M % s om

‘l."';?” [

x#« Significant at the .05 level or below.

Tew
. - a



. 1 f
- COGNITIVE STYLE L

Null thothggisréz There are no significant differences between

the total number of '"majors' in the cognitive styles 6f;deaf
~students and the total number of majors in the cognitive

style of hearing students as measured on the Cognitive Style

Interest Inventory.

The, cognitive style.cf an individual is defined as the
Cértesian pfoduct of the %ets: symbols éné t%eir @eaniﬁg5; cuitﬁra1
determinants and m@dalities of iﬁferénge, An individual's cognitive
Style then is a unique cgmblnatlan af relatlanshlps that exist at
any moment for a glven 1nd1vldual The cnmblnatlaﬁ af Wthh symbals
N have the most meanlng, wh;:h cultural ,nflueﬁce is stronger ‘and

which ;nferentlal pattern is predomlnant is an individual's

- cognitive style and will affect whatever he_@r she may perceive at
. ' : : | , 7 .

any éiven moment. !
Null hypothesis.4 was rejected. The reéults cf-thé:study

1ndlcate 51gn1f1cant differences in the zognltlve styles Df;

£

deaf students when compared W1th hearlﬁg StudEﬁtS ConSideang‘
all twenty-séven vazlables that cofiprised the cognitive style
, . > /
1nvEﬁtary§ the overall F ratla'was 6.221; P<.0001. To'iliustrate‘
_ B
|

the 51gnif;cance Df this dlfference TableHEA?ﬁhows the cognitive |

style praflle of symbols and. the1r meanlngs fgr the deaf students /'%:

e

amd Table 6B shows the profile for ;ultural determlnants of the

meanings Df symbals and modalities of 1nferences Table 7A shows

56
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TABLE 5

f- A COMPARISON OF THE MODALITY OF INFERENCE PATTERNS OF
' DEAF AND HEARING STUDENTS WITH '

MEAN SCORES, F-RATIOS AND SIGNIFICANCE (P)

" INFERENTIAL  DEAR* HEARING F RATIO P
PATTERN . MEAN - SCORE MEAN SCORE

DIFFERENCE (D) | 25.24 - 25.36 .0074  .9296

APPRATSAL (L) ' 25.84 30,52 - 6.6120  .0127%*

MAGNITUDE (M) . - 25.00 . 26.84 1.0999 2999
N

RELATIONSHIP (R) 27.20 . 27.84  .1466  .7051

‘DEDUCTIVE (D) - 24.96 . 7.25.52  .0584 7 8052

-4

* A score of 40 is the maximum score.

- **-Significant at the .05 level or below. ’ -

-~ -
- =
F
-y
— - . . e

mr7 - N




a écghitive style Prafileff@r symbols and their meanings ‘for the
hearing students, and Table.7B shows the Prgfile for Qultﬁralj
determinants of the meanings of symbols and modalities of inference.
These tables give the‘ﬁéan scores for each variable éf.the inveﬁtéry'
influence on an individual's cogn;tlve style based-cn major and
;miﬁér influences of theAvarigbles in a ccgnitivé-sty1eg For each set
of.variablés,:the scores’ are displéyed in order from thé-strgngeét

to the least strong. - o ) _ N -

';The deaf students! Profi;g inﬁigates né major theoretical
’uriea%atianiaﬁd ¥hreé qualitative ﬁajars, técfile; éavary ;ﬂd
1ﬁf§nsacti@na1i All three cultural patternSQ-asscciapgg'family and
individual are étrengths-ar are ranked as majcrs according to the
scoring pattérn Df.thé p%@fiiei‘ Family is the_strongésﬁkcuitural
pattern for deaf students. Individuality is. the Straﬁgest cultural.
pattern fér heafing students with a-secandafy Strang family pattern, .
iand the weakest cultural pattern for hearing students is aSSQC1ate

In the third set, mcdalltles of 1nf : nce the only 51gn1flcant

differehce between the=two groups was' in appraisal. The héariﬁg
students, acc&rdlng to the results of this’study; are more apt to make

i

E / %

1nferénces based on an appralsal Pattarn while the deaf Students
. .

~tend to make inferences in terms of TElSthHShlp% and then 1nfer in,

IY
- Out of twenty seven varlables tested in this Study of Eagnltlve



. TABLE 6A

MEAN SCORES OF DEAF STUDENTS IN RANK ORDER FOR THE SET

SYMBOLS AND THEIR MEANINGS

VARIABLE T . MEAN SCORE

. 1 THEORETICAL VISUAL LINGUISTIC P 25.80
-2 THEORETICAL VISUAL QUANTITATIVE | © ¢ 25.08
3 THEORETICAL AUDITORY LINGUISTIC o 24.96

4  THEORETICAL AUDITORY QUANTITATIVE . - 24.28

5  QUALITATIVE TACTILE =~ B 9200

6 QUALITATIVECEAVDﬁYi:_ . R 27128+
7 QUAiITATIVE_TRAN§ACTIDNAL- . | © 26.62x
8 QUALITATIVE KiwésTuETit 7 : : :' E rzsgsé
" 9. QUALITATIVE-EMPATHETIC o _ _ !f; ‘ ~ 25.80
“10 QUALITATIVEiSYNNDEfIC - - 25.32
. .1 QUALITATiVE OLFACTORY. | o 25.48
1 QUALITATIVE KINESIC - ’ " 24.84
13 AQ&ALiTATTVE*ESTHETICE : 24.84
14 QUALITATIVE PROXEMIC =~ 7%'_ . o 24.20
15 | QUALITATIVE-ETHIC o SE o 24.20
16  QUALITATIVE VISUAL , :;?é‘ u 22.84
17 QUALITATIVE PR@PR;DCEPTI;%Ql} e 21.36
18  QUALITATIVE HISTRIONIC | A - ©21.36
19 QUALITATIVE AUDITORY. | o 19.72
xIndicates major Stgéﬁgtﬁ aicic:‘;fding to inventory fsiccri;ng;ff ]

@ "
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TABLE 6B

MEAN SCORES OF DEAF STUDENTS IN RANK ORDER FOR THE SETS
i i

CULTURAL DETERMINANTS "AND MODALITIES OF INFERENCE

o
,,,,,,,,, MEAN /SCORE "

VARIABLE _
: CULTURAL DETERMINANTS /

e - — : /

20 FAMILY. . i 28/ 04

21 ASSOCIATE - 2672
. | R

22 INDIVIDUAL . & ﬁ ', 26.20%

) MODALITIES OF INFERENCE /| - ]

|23 PARTNERSHIP 27.20%
24 APPRAISAL . o - // 25,84
25 DIEFERENCE . L s

26 MAGﬁ;TUDE - i - | » | _/f 125,00

27 DEDUCTIVE ' | / 24.76 .

* Iﬁdiﬁ;ﬁates maj@:*strength“—tc inventory scoring.
i, . . ' .

e
m,_ﬂ'-h



TABLE 7A

SET SYMBOLS AND THEIR MEANINGS

" MEAN SCORES OF HEARING STUDENTS IN RANK ORDER FOR THE

VARTABLE MEAN SCORE

18.

19

THEORETICAL

VISUAL LINGUISTIC

THEORETICAL AUDITORY LINGUISTIC

THEORETICAL-
THEORETICAL
QUALITATIVE
QUALITATIVE

QUALITATIVE

 QUALITATIVE

QUALITATIVE
QUALITATIVE

QUALITATIVE

 QUALITATIVE

QUALITATIVE

QUALITATIVE

 QUALITATIVE

QUALITATIVE
QUALITATIVE
QUALITATIVE

QUALITATIVE

VISUAL QUANTITATIVE

AUDITORY QUANTITATIVE

TACTILE

ESTHETIC

EMPATHETiCl
AUDITORY |
SYNNOETIC
SAVORY- .
VISUAL -
PROXEMIC .
KINESTHETIC
ETHIC

OLFACTORY

PROPRIOCEPTIVE

TRANSACTIONAL .,

KINESIC

HISTRIONIC

27?

24

. 23,

76%

.40

92 -

.44
”;32*;
. 60*
_EB*l
.88*!
.55*
.00=
6l
.84«
A4

P32

% Indicates major strength according to invehtarysséaring_b

[al) |



TABLE 7B

MEAN SCORES OF HEARING STUDENTS IN RANK ORDER FOR THE SETS
CULTURAL DETERMINANTS AND MODALITIES OF INFERENCE

4 - " VARTABLE 'MEAN SCORE

SRS CULTURAL. DETERMINANTS
L - - ! ;

20 INDIVIDUAL '~ - - . . .29.844
21 FAMILY - ' A | | 27.84+
32 ASSOCIATE S T 0% 7.

MODALITIES OF INFERENCE

23 APPRATSAL - , - 30,52+

24 RELATIONSHIP - I vt 27.84x

25 MAGNITUDE . f Ty " 26.84x

26 DEDUCTIVE S : a5y o

27 DIFFERENCE L 25.36

*» Indicates major strength ‘ac€ording’ to inventory scoring.

-
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i
them. For the‘other variébles.éf the inveﬁtary; there were some’

differences, but they wsfé'slight and ngt‘statistigally significﬁntg.
Based on the total resulté‘af this study, cognitive styles of deaf §
students were found to\bé;Significéﬁtly different from the cognitive-

styles of heéring studerits.,

™

;\ . \ =¥
. SN
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CHAPTER § .

‘CONCLUSIONS AND-RECOMMENDATIONS -

The concept of individualized learning has been given much
attent;r;n in thg » community college system in the last decade.
Attempts have beEﬂ made in numerous c@lleges to conduct experiments
that wculdrxalldate new methods and p?agrams to ;mgrﬂvé the qu%lity _
of educéﬁioﬁ\prdvidea to alljthe people who enroll iﬁ éammuhity
colleges. Many of these efforts havi been addressed to modifying
fthe_lgérning exgefience to acc@untlfar the different rates gt

which individuals may 1earn.‘vMaﬁy of these madifiéations have

- been based upon Bloom's CJQSE) theory that given enough time most

]
I

ipeople can 1earn, Sufflc;ent experlments have been completed to

daté the idea that Students do 1earn at varylng rates. HGWEVEI;

f

very little canc1u51ve research ‘has been ’cmpleted to determine how

individuals doflearn'difféféntiyi i ‘ .

Attempts have been made at Central Pledmcnt Community College
to establlsh programs and courses of study w;th -enough aifferent

means Ef accomplishing a set: Df abgett;ves S0 that the maxlmum

number of individuals may profit from instruction. _However, many’

of thesezmodificatibns have!accamplishéd a means of self=pa:ing for

lﬂ léarnlng styles that exist ln a communlty ccllege The:

Varlatla s tﬁat may exist in learning styles has beén espéclally
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-

students. into tﬁe :ammunlty'éallege.
At Centrai;?iedmént-Comm&nity College in'the‘pﬂst two years,
more than 100 deaf students have enrolled in various programs of
"the college. Previously most cf these students dld not enrell. in
a’cammuﬁity college, butflf tﬁey_gursued past secondary educatién
. at ailQ they éﬁfered Special'szhaalsafpr ghé deaf, The idea of
.. _ v v o
"mainstreaming' deaf students is new, éhd little research has been
conducted comparing the learning styles Sﬁ.deaf students with fhé
learning stylés Dé he;ring students. ﬁnowing that deaf studenté

- have to learn in modes other- than auditory may cause other differ-

ences in the ways deaf and hearlng students 1earn

\

=

uring the fall quarter 1975, a group of twenty=five deaf

students who were enrolled at Central Piedmont Community College

%
A

responfled to a cognitive style interest inveﬂtoryg\%A similar
group of hea%ing students responded to the.saﬁe invehtéry. These
respanses to the cagnltlve Stjlé lnterest inventory were the basis

of the- study to determlne whether or nqt there were Slgnlflgaﬂt
\
;d;fferences between the :Dgnltlve styles of hearing studepts and

the caghitivé styles of deaf students. Various ccmparischs of the

= : ) . , . ] ‘ i, . . v A
data gathered from these inventories were analyzed in terms ‘of
- R . i - . 4
PR . 7 . R . o . \\ o
variables included in a cognitive style. \

5

The data gathe;ed was dhalyzed according to symbols andzt&eir

. meanings, cultural determinants of the meanings of symbols, modé%ities
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of inference and cognitive style. In this chapter the results of

.- the analyses of the hypotheses were used to answer the questions

listed in Chapter 1. These answers were then used to formulate'

~ recommendations related to-the cognitive styles of ‘deaf students

and the cognitive styies_af hearing students.

£

Question 1 - Were there sz;nlflcant differences b&t“aéﬂ tha

- symbols that deaf students were oriented to when comparéd
with hearlﬁg Students? : o L \

As a. result Df the tDmparlsans of deaf and. hea:;ng studants

in Drieﬁtitlgnﬁ ta symbols and th31r meanings, it can be cgncluded

= e

that there were Slﬂnlflcant differences befween the two grgups In
thg set, symbals and thelr meanlngs there were comparisons made
betwéen both theoretical and qualitative s?mbgiic Qrieﬁtations, the
deaf students were éignifizantly more auditory quantitative than
the hearing students. This differeﬁﬁamsaggésts that deaf students

even though they do not hear, still tend to think of themselves ,

£

-as making mathematjical computations mentally rather than wriﬁing

them on pagéri The deaf students do this kind of thinking to a

-greater degree than the hearing students. For the other

1

theoretical symbols, there were no significaﬁt differences; however,

the mean scores indicated-a tendency for the hearing students to.be

o

more visua' 1ingﬁi5tically Qriented'while the deaf students tended
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In the cémpa:iscns of the qualitative symboiic arientgtians,
the results of the study indicated significant differénﬁes between "~
the two g;éups cﬁ;eigﬁt out of fifteen variables studiaé\ The most
Significaﬁt différéﬁce was qualitétive auditory. This differénie .
éould ea511y be expected since the deaf have littlé or no usegcf
the audltory sense. “The second most s;énlflcant dlffé%ence was
qualitativa esthetic. Thg hearing students showed a mu:h stronger - .
' respanse to esthetics than did the deaf students.- Next in order
of greater 51ﬁn1f;canze between. the groups was qualltatlve V15ual
The hearlﬂg students are more dependent on the;r v;sual sense than
the deaf students gf this study. The fesﬁlts alsc indicate'that'
‘hearing stggeﬁts are more propriéceptiva than deaf‘étudents . In
terms of proxemlc ability, hearing students are %DIE aware of phy31s_
4
cal social dlstange and 1t5 lmpllcatlan than the deaf students of

_thls study. The hearlng students also tend to have a stronger self

- concept since synnoetics -is a signifiﬁantiy stronger variable than
- . i} .

"with the deaf students. In addltlon .to “these differenc ces, the tac-.
' . tile sense is stronger in the hearinﬁ students.
Perhaps thé other vai ables of the study were also significant, .

~at least in terms of ‘the total study ‘In.the theoretical symbols,
aud;tary 11ﬂ§u13t12 visual - 11ngu15t;c and’viéﬁal,quaﬂtitatiVe? \
- i i = . ’ )
‘- there were no significant differences, For“the qualitative variables

- - -

of olfactory, sqvary, ethlcsj h;strlonlc kinegic, kinesthetic and
transact;aﬂal theze were mo signlficant differéﬁ@as between the two

groups. Co N oo .
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Therefareg;in the complete set, syﬂbalq ind th51r mEﬂﬂlngS
'g's;
Lt ]
there were nineteen separate variables studied. Dut of the nine-

teen Symbélig variaﬁlesr the Iesu1t5 of the study did 1nd1catc

. o Sig ificant differences between the twe graups on nine of them - -z

However, there were ten of the variables with no significant

. differences, shown between the two groups. ’ S

i

Concerning:cultural determinants of the meanings of symbols:

‘Question 2: Were there significant dlifer&ﬂﬂéd between the: cultural
determinant patterns of deaf students when compared with the .
cultural determinants of heariﬂg Students? e R

.The results of the studv did indicatex51gnific§nt differenﬁés
between the cultural determinant patterns cf deaf and he;ring

students. The study can51dered the variables ngindidﬁdg;i Grienta§

tion, qssac1qte Drientatign and family Drientatign. 'Df“thesegthree x

u =

variables ccnSidered in the study, the results indi;ate 51gn1fiiint

~differences relating to"both assaciate inflqence and lﬂlelduai

influence. ' . A A e i 7
7 The results indicate that deafistpdenES@afe more strongly. A

assoc1ate oriented than hearing students.‘ Hearing studen ~of - v )

= N 1 ¥

the Study were more individually’ Grlented than deaf. 5tudant5._ In . .

'-terms,af family arientatiéng there was- no signifrcant diffcréﬁcai‘ S

. T Aﬁcthar interesting result was. thdk the deaf students tcnded to. .-

ik |

react to 51tuations cult””ally ‘with almcsr equal strgﬂgtﬁ regardinw'rf'

. f) : e . =

individual, assaciate and: family lﬁflUEHEES‘ whilé the:hegriag o

8 : v
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”;studEﬁts showed stronger iﬁdiVidﬁal influenca and inyia'sécandary:A
influéﬁ:e of family ~ These dlffeTEﬂEES seem to indicate that deaf
students tend to depend larﬂeiy on assaclate 1nf1uen:es and ten&
t§ react to 1nformat1cn culturally in more than. oné way whlle hearing
students tend-: to rea@t to 1nfnrmatlon culturally as an individual

muchhstrgnger than with the gther.influencesg o

Concerning modalities of inferences:

Question 3: Were. there 51gn1f1cant differences between the _
modality of inference’ patterns of deaf students and hearlng

student57

Df the five médallty of inference patterns loaLed at in this
e R studys magnltuda,:dlfference Ielatlonshlps ﬂappraisal and

: deduct1Ve héarlng students tend to maké 1nferencez more in an
¢ - . A -

7 *appraisa1 Lashlsn than deaf students ‘With respect to the.other

A B

madalltles Qf 1n£erenze patterns there were no :1gﬁ;f1caﬂt dlffer— S

. ences’ between the two groups.

l".
LR

5'the deaf students and the hearlng students of. this study. Each of

:.,?s s 4

ﬁ-;Ectween the deaf and hearlng students! :ognltlve styles. The 1arges£

3; number. of dlfferendﬁs dccurred in the set symbbls and th31z o
?3m35n;ngs,» The findlngs 1ﬂdicate that deaf students rece;ve infor- -
:mﬁtian differentlyﬁfxom hearing,students After reagtlng tc the

'71nicrmatlan Qulturally, deaf students also tend ‘to infer in a '

a

’dlfferent pattern fram hear;ng students

4
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CONCLUSIONS

“+The eeeumptien was made in this Etudj;thet The Cognitive Style:

Interest Inventory developed and used at Dekiend Community College

and other places is a valid measuring i,etrﬁhent of cognitive

|

etylee; Even though there are ether dlfiniti?ne of eeenitive style

l

and other means of measuring cognltlve stylee; ‘the flndlngs of thls'

study suppert the fcllew;ng generel eeneluelene abeut the dlffereneee
i

in the eegnltlve styles of deaf etudente and the cognitive etyles

of heer;ne,studentsi These generel eene13510ﬁe are presented
. , e
' | - e

aceerdlng to the three® sets of influences studled

/ o / - 1
! | ' -

:

!
Theor t eéi symbolic e’lentatlone
As theoretical 1nformetlen is presented te a group of deaf and

heeging etudents the dee€ students tend te receive the informa-
‘ .

tio n\more reedliy if preeénted and/or ;nterpreted 1n an auditory

quan¥1tat1ve format. With reference to t%eoretieel information
\ o . I
Preee?ted in eudlterx,llﬁguietle, visual linguistic and visual

\ o . ;
quantitative formats, the deaf students and the hearing students
Ao E
are eesentielly alike. |

Y . H X -

Qualltatlve Smeolle Grlentatlone -

. |
For the deff etudente/ the qualitative symbolic orientations

“u

to eudltory\ taetlle Vleuel proprioceptive, empathy,

J
" esthetic, pr Xemic epd synnoetic are not ﬂe ctrong as those of

the hearing studentg. ‘The athervquelltetlve symbolic orienta- .

tions of olfaefery,/ethie, histrionic, kingsic and

A

Voo
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transactional are similar in strength for both gréQPS!
R

Cultural deternlnants i .k

*
ey

Culturally deaf students are more associate oriented than
- hearing Students Hearlng students are more lﬂleldual

i:'a .

Drlented than deaf stuﬂents. .

Epda;itieé of inferemce . = ’ K A

\

Inferentlal patterns of deaf and hearing students are

. . | e . . \
dlfferent. Hearing students tend to be appralsers in kalng
' |
- ’ ‘ _ 1nferences while,deaf students infer mDTE»frcm relationships.
RECDKMENDATIDNS

cailege at Central Pladmcnt for mcra than a year. The Speclal

=

Services Staf f has been largely responsible. far Drlentlng the denf

students to’ the :ampus and alsa tc the 1nstruct10nal ‘programs of i e
»col]ege . For the most part the deaf students Jhave had to adj t
regular classes on the :ampus. o o ; \

The deaf students haVve been prcv;ded wlth interpreters who go
to classes w;th them and ;nterpret tlhe presentatlcns 1nta 51gn
language. - Essentlally the assumptlcn of the college has been that

if deaf studenta ‘are prqvlded with an interpreter, they can learn the

same material from the same .presentation as hearing students.
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The results of this study indicated that deaf. students and

. hearing students have different réagtionS‘té material'Presénted

because of s 1gn1f;cant dlfferences in the :agnltlve styles of the

two groups These dlfferencas will need to be 1nc@rporated into the

educat;onal development .program of the callége
As a result of tha findlngs of thlS Study'with réspact to the

Drv sion of Special Services and to @ther departments of the

T
o

,zgilegé,,it is recommended that: _
1. Each deaf student should be given a Cognitive Style Interest
Inventory in preéenrallment procedures, - ¢

Continued study of the elements of cognitive styig should

l’ﬁ»J\l

be canducted both ;n special services and in the other
divisicns of the college, and this study shau;d be focused
both on the deaf students and the hearing students. L

3. Interpreters-who work most- closely w1th deaf students should
become thoroughly familiar with major and minor pattcrnsbof
the cagnitiva-styles of the de?f students who are assignéd
to them, ! |

4. Deaf students sh@uld be adv;sed to enter élasses [espec1al1y
in the first terms) that will allow them to utilize the
EElBE elements of the;r cognitive style

A & I
- 5, Analysis of courses that deaf StudEﬁtS will take shauld be

made tc determine the ma;mr elemenéz cf cognltlve style that
deaf students need to function in that ‘tlass.

6. Counsel@rg who work with deaf students should: ut ilize

informatian”gained through initial ccgnltive style

T2
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inventories so as to advise these students of their major
strengths..

G Co .. ‘7. Workshops and training sessions in - the use .of cognltlva

:style shauld be made avaii Bie to all instructars on
o campus but especially to thosa wha work with deaf students.
8. Teaching Presentations made to deaf students and to

hearing StudEﬁtS should be rev1sed so as to take into
account major elements of the students' or part1c;pants'
>C@gn1tlve stylesg |
in some réépects, it is recommended that additional research be done.
VThe_researaE shouid espagially éxamine the'followinﬁz
1; The changes that take place in students' cognltlve styles
with respect to the courses that the students take

&

A long range ccmpariscn of the‘;égnitivevstyles of deaf

3%

students and hearing students as students take more courses
to see if the differences,in'cagnitive styles become lesser
or greater

e

of thelr own- cognltlve styles and whé are learnlng in pro-

\ A ; grams that are adjustlble to those dlfferent ccgnltlve
. ) I .

stylés
4. The reasons deaf students withdraw from courses or from
- ‘callege_in relation to those students’ ccgﬁitive styles

5. The relationship between the success of deaf students who

have similar cognitive styles to those of their interpreters
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and the success of those who have dissimilar cagnitive stylas’;

lation to cognitive styles of students, like sel;—%aced .
coﬁrses=§r lecture courses
7. Tﬁe effect cf implemeniiﬁg,in the secondary S:haél prcgramy
a_téaching and iearniﬁg enfironment for the deaf students -
based on the ccnceptuél framework of cognitive stylé;
" ‘Because the deaf studeﬁts.who were the'gampie'of‘this study
represeﬁted the, majority of-deaf Stuégnts enrolled at Ceﬁtfal
'xPiédm@n; Comnunity College, it can be concluded that there are
éigﬁifiﬁént differences Eetween their cqgnitife styles and the
cognitive styles of heéring students. (See Appenﬁix B) HOWEVéT;
_ the,saﬁple of the hearing groﬁp“éid not represent the ﬁajoritygbut

selected. Nevertheless, the findings of this study do point to
_some major differences in cognitive styles that could greatly affect
‘the “teaching and learning processes. The findings also warrant con-

tinued investigation of individual learning .styles of all graups'but

H L especially for minority groups. In addition to these kinds of inves-
! . IR B X X

tigations, the results will need to be fed into the system of educa-

tional development for the entire college.
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APPENDIX B

MULTIPLE DISCRIMINATE ANALYSIS OF THE CDGSITIVE STYLES' OF DEAF. *

. “ STUDENTS AND HEARING STUDENTS SHOWING VARIABLES, F-RATIO AND .. ...

PROBABILITY * - N L o o
BAD: | N o - |
: Ny |

\ _ e i
VARIABLE F-RATIO // P

- Q(0) . .1875

Q) : ' 3.1963

Q(T) 5.6537
9, Q) - . o 22.5731
10.. Q(P) . 19.4547
11. Q(CEM) : 1
12. Q(CES) 6.1564
13. Q(CET) ; 1.4553
14. Q(CH) ST 1937
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4. - :

5. Q(A) 40.0959 .
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9

;0637 .
. 0087%*
.2574 .
.5005

.. 0000** .
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L0766

.. 0203%*
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L6320 © ¢

Y1+ L

L0017%%*

.0000%* -

. L2317
.6658
©,9119

15. Q(CK) - . .0011 o
16. QCKH) . 3.1522: ‘ -.0786
170 qQ(ep) _ ' - 9.8065 ,0033%*
b S 18, .Q(cs) . '9.6827, _ LT -.0034%*
- ™ 19.° Q(€T) - - [.2311 vl .6367
| - 20. A ' - 30.2469 | T T, 0000%%
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1:0999 , .2999.

.1466 0 v ' -, 7051
.8052

"+ Overall F-Ratio 6,221; P < .0001

* #* Significant at.the .05 level or below




